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now proceed with the agriculture ap-
propriations bill?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
yield the floor and suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, what
is the business now before the Senate?
f

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-
ISTRATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS FOR
FISCAL YEAR 1997
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under

the previous order, the clerk will re-
port the agriculture appropriations
bill.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (H.R. 3603) making appropriations
for Agriculture, Rural Development, Food
and Drug Administration, and Related Agen-
cies programs for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1997, and for other purposes.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill, which had been reported from the
Committee on Appropriations, with
amendments; as follows:

(The parts of the bill intended to be
stricken are shown in boldface brack-
ets and the parts of the bill intended to
be inserted are shown in italic).

H.R. 3603
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the following sums
are appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for Ag-
riculture, Rural Development, Food and
Drug Administration, and Related Agencies
programs for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1997, and for other purposes, namely:

TITLE I
AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMS

PRODUCTION, PROCESSING, AND MARKETING

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Secretary of Agriculture, and not to exceed
$75,000 for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109,
$2,836,000: Provided, That not to exceed $11,000
of this amount, along with any unobligated
balances of representation funds in the For-
eign Agricultural Service shall be available
for official reception and representation ex-
penses, not otherwise provided for, as deter-
mined by the Secretaryø: Provided further,
That none of the funds appropriated or oth-
erwise made available by this Act may be
used to detail an individual from an agency
funded in this Act to any Under Secretary
office or Assistant Secretary office for more
than 30 days¿: Provided further, That none of
the funds made available by this Act may be
used to enforce section 793(d) of Public Law
104–127.

EXECUTIVE OPERATIONS

CHIEF ECONOMIST

For necessary expenses of the Chief Econo-
mist, including economic analysis, risk as-

sessment, cost-benefit analysis, and the
functions of the World Agricultural Outlook
Board, as authorized by the Agricultural
Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1622g), and in-
cluding employment pursuant to the second
sentence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act
of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), of which not to exceed
$5,000 is for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109,
$4,231,000.

NATIONAL APPEALS DIVISION

For necessary expenses of the National Ap-
peals Division, including employment pursu-
ant to the second sentence of section 706(a)
of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), of
which not to exceed $25,000 is for employ-
ment under 5 U.S.C. 3109, $11,718,000.

OFFICE OF BUDGET AND PROGRAM ANALYSIS

For necessary expenses of the Office of
Budget and Program Analysis, including em-
ployment pursuant to the second sentence of
section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7
U.S.C. 2225), of which not to exceed $5,000 is
for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109,
$5,986,000.

CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Chief Financial Officer, including employ-
ment pursuant to the second sentence of sec-
tion 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C.
2225), of which not to exceed $10,000 is for em-
ployment under 5 U.S.C. 3109, $4,283,000: Pro-
vided, That the Chief Financial Officer shall
actively market cross-servicing activities of
the National Finance Center.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
ADMINISTRATION

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Admin-
istration to carry out the programs funded
in this Act, $613,000.
AGRICULTURE BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES AND

RENTAL PAYMENTS

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For payment of space rental and related
costs pursuant to Public Law 92–313, includ-
ing authorities pursuant to the 1984 delega-
tion of authority from the Administrator of
General Services to the Department of Agri-
culture under 40 U.S.C. 486, for programs and
activities of the Department which are in-
cluded in this Act, and for the operation,
maintenance, and repair of Agriculture
buildings, $120,548,000: Provided, That in the
event an agency within the Department
should require modification of space needs,
the Secretary of Agriculture may transfer a
share of that agency’s appropriation made
available by this Act to this appropriation,
or may transfer a share of this appropriation
to that agency’s appropriation, but such
transfers shall not exceed 5 percent of the
funds made available for space rental and re-
lated costs to or from this account. In addi-
tion, for construction, repair, improvement,
extension, alteration, and purchase of fixed
equipment or facilities as necessary to carry
out the programs of the Department, where
not otherwise provided, ø$5,000,000¿,
$25,587,000 to remain available until ex-
pended; making a total appropriation of
ø$125,548,000¿ $146,135,000.

HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Department
of Agriculture, to comply with the require-
ment of section 107(g) of the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 9607(g),
and section 6001 of the Resource Conserva-
tion and Recovery Act, as amended, 42 U.S.C.
6961, $15,700,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That appropriations and
funds available herein to the Department for
Hazardous Waste Management may be trans-

ferred to any agency of the Department for
its use in meeting all requirements pursuant
to the above Acts on Federal and non-Fed-
eral lands.

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For Departmental Administration,
ø$28,304,000¿ $30,529,000, to provide for nec-
essary expenses for management support
services to offices of the Department and for
general administration and disaster manage-
ment of the Department, repairs and alter-
ations, and other miscellaneous supplies and
expenses not otherwise provided for and nec-
essary for the practical and efficient work of
the Department, including employment pur-
suant to the second sentence of section 706(a)
of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), of
which not to exceed $10,000 is for employ-
ment under 5 U.S.C. 3109: Provided, That this
appropriation shall be reimbursed from ap-
plicable appropriations in this Act for travel
expenses incident to the holding of hearings
as required by 5 U.S.C. 551–558: Provided fur-
ther, That of the total amount appropriated, not
less than $11,774,000 shall be made available for
civil rights enforcement.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
CONGRESSIONAL RELATIONS

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Con-
gressional Relations to carry out the pro-
grams funded in this Act, including pro-
grams involving intergovernmental affairs
and liaison within the executive branch,
ø$3,728,000¿ $3,668,000: Provided, That no other
funds appropriated to the Department in this
Act shall be available to the Department for
support of activities of congressional rela-
tions: Provided further, That not less than
$2,241,000 shall be transferred to agencies
funded in this Act to maintain personnel at
the agency level.

OFFICE OF COMMUNICATIONS

For necessary expenses to carry on serv-
ices relating to the coordination of programs
involving public affairs, for the dissemina-
tion of agricultural information, and the co-
ordination of information, work, and pro-
grams authorized by Congress in the Depart-
ment, $8,138,000, including employment pur-
suant to the second sentence of section 706(a)
of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), of
which not to exceed $10,000 shall be available
for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109, and not
to exceed $2,000,000 may be used for farmers’
bulletins.

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Inspector General, including employment
pursuant to the second sentence of section
706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C.
2225), and the Inspector General Act of 1978,
as amended, $63,028,000, including such sums
as may be necessary for contracting and
other arrangements with public agencies and
private persons pursuant to section 6(a)(9) of
the Inspector General Act of 1978, as amend-
ed, including a sum not to exceed $50,000 for
employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109; and includ-
ing a sum not to exceed $95,000 for certain
confidential operational expenses including
the payment of informants, to be expended
under the direction of the Inspector General
pursuant to Public Law 95–452 and section
1337 of Public Law 97–98: Provided, That funds
transferred to the Office of the Inspector
General through forfeiture proceedings or
from the Department of Justice Assets For-
feiture Fund or the Department of the Treas-
ury Forfeiture Fund, as a participating agen-
cy, as an equitable share from the forfeiture
of property in investigations in which the Of-
fice of the Inspector General participates, or
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through the granting of a Petition for Re-
mission or Mitigation, shall be deposited to
the credit of this account for law enforce-
ment activities authorized under the Inspec-
tor General Act of 1978, as amended, to re-
main available until expended.

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
General Counsel, $27,749,000.

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR
RESEARCH, EDUCATION AND ECONOMICS

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Under Secretary for Research,
Education and Economics to administer the
laws enacted by the Congress for the Eco-
nomic Research Service, the National Agri-
cultural Statistics Service, the Agricultural
Research Service, and the Cooperative State
Research, Education, and Extension Service,
$540,000.

ECONOMIC RESEARCH SERVICE

For necessary expenses of the Economic
Research Service in conducting economic re-
search and analysis, as authorized by the Ag-
ricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C.
1621–1627) and other laws, ø$54,176,000¿
$53,109,000: Provided, That this appropriation
shall be available for employment pursuant
to the second sentence of section 706(a) of
the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225).
NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS SERVICE

For necessary expenses of the National Ag-
ricultural Statistics Service in conducting
statistical reporting and service work, in-
cluding crop and livestock estimates, statis-
tical coordination and improvements, mar-
keting surveys, and the Census of Agri-
culture notwithstanding 13 U.S.C. 142(a–b),
as authorized by the Agricultural Marketing
Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1621–1627) and other
laws, ø$100,221,000¿ $98,121,000, of which up to
$17,500,000 shall be available until expended
for the Census of Agriculture: Provided, That
this appropriation shall be available for em-
ployment pursuant to the second sentence of
section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7
U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed $40,000 shall be
available for employment under 5 U.S.C.
3109.

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE

For necessary expenses to enable the Agri-
cultural Research Service to perform agri-
cultural research and demonstration relating
to production, utilization, marketing, and
distribution (not otherwise provided for);
home economics or nutrition and consumer
use including the acquisition, preservation,
and dissemination of agricultural informa-
tion; and for acquisition of lands by dona-
tion, exchange, or purchase at a nominal
cost not to exceed $100, ø$702,831,000¿
$721,758,000: Provided, That appropriations
hereunder shall be available for temporary
employment pursuant to the second sentence
of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7
U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed $115,000 shall
be available for employment under 5 U.S.C.
3109: Provided further, That appropriations
hereunder shall be available for the oper-
ation and maintenance of aircraft and the
purchase of not to exceed one for replace-
ment only: Provided further, That appropria-
tions hereunder shall be available pursuant
to 7 U.S.C. 2250 for the construction, alter-
ation, and repair of buildings and improve-
ments, but unless otherwise provided the
cost of constructing any one building shall
not exceed $250,000, except for headhouses or
greenhouses which shall each be limited to
$1,000,000, and except for ten buildings to be
constructed or improved at a cost not to ex-
ceed $500,000 each, and the cost of altering
any one building during the fiscal year shall
not exceed 10 percent of the current replace-
ment value of the building or $250,000, which-

ever is greater: Provided further, That the
limitations on alterations contained in this
Act shall not apply to modernization or re-
placement of existing facilities at Beltsville,
Maryland: Provided further, That the fore-
going limitations shall not apply to replace-
ment of buildings needed to carry out the
Act of April 24, 1948 (21 U.S.C. 113a): Provided
further, That funds may be received from any
State, other political subdivision, organiza-
tion, or individual for the purpose of estab-
lishing or operating any research facility or
research project of the Agricultural Re-
search Service, as authorized by law.

None of the funds in the foregoing para-
graph shall be available to carry out re-
search related to the production, processing
or marketing of tobacco or tobacco products.

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

For acquisition of land, construction, re-
pair, improvement, extension, alteration,
and purchase of fixed equipment or facilities
as necessary to carry out the agricultural re-
search programs of the Department of Agri-
culture, where not otherwise provided,
ø$59,600,000¿ $59,200,000, to remain available
until expended (7 U.S.C. 2209b): Provided,
That funds may be received from any State,
other political subdivision, organization, or
individual for the purpose of establishing
any research facility of the Agricultural Re-
search Service, as authorized by law.

COOPERATIVE STATE RESEARCH, EDUCATION,
AND EXTENSION SERVICE

RESEARCH AND EDUCATION ACTIVITIES

For payments to agricultural experiment
stations, for cooperative forestry and other
research, for facilities, and for other ex-
penses, including ø$163,671,000¿ $168,734,000 to
carry into effect the provisions of the Hatch
Act (7 U.S.C. 361a–361i); ø$19,882,000¿
$20,497,000 for grants for cooperative forestry
research (16 U.S.C. 582a–582–a7); ø$26,902,000¿
$27,735,000 for payments to the 1890 land-
grant colleges, including Tuskegee Univer-
sity (7 U.S.C. 3222); ø$44,235,000¿ $46,068,000 for
special grants for agricultural research (7
U.S.C. 450i(c)); $11,769,000 for special grants
for agricultural research on improved pest
control (7 U.S.C. 450i(c)); ø$96,735,000¿
$93,935,000 for competitive research grants (7
U.S.C. 450i(b)); ø$4,775,000¿ $5,051,000 for the
support of animal health and disease pro-
grams (7 U.S.C. 3195); ø$650,000¿ $500,000 for
supplemental and alternative crops and prod-
ucts (7 U.S.C. 3319d); ø$500,000¿ $700,000 for
grants for research pursuant to the Critical
Agricultural Materials Act of 1984 (7 U.S.C.
178) and section 1472 of the Food and Agri-
culture Act of 1977, as amended (7 U.S.C.
3318), to remain available until expended;
$475,000 for rangeland research grants (7
U.S.C. 3331–3336); $3,000,000 for higher edu-
cation graduate fellowships grants (7 U.S.C.
3152(b)(6)), to remain available until ex-
pended (7 U.S.C. 2209b); $4,000,000 for higher
education challenge grants (7 U.S.C.
3152(b)(1)); $1,000,000 for a higher education
minority scholars program (7 U.S.C.
3152(b)(5)), to remain available until ex-
pended (7 U.S.C. 2209b); ø$2,000,000¿ $1,500,000
for an education grants program for His-
panic-serving Institutions (7 U.S.C. 3241);
$4,000,000 for aquaculture grants (7 U.S.C.
3322); ø$8,000,000¿ $8,100,000 for sustainable ag-
riculture research and education (7 U.S.C.
5811); $9,200,000 for a program of capacity
building grants (7 U.S.C. 3152(b)(4)) to col-
leges eligible to receive funds under the Act
of August 30, 1890 (7 U.S.C. 321–326 and 328),
including Tuskegee University ø7 U.S.C.
3152(b)(4),¿ to remain available until ex-
pended (7 U.S.C. 2209b); $1,450,000 for pay-
ments to the 1994 Institutions pursuant to
section 534(a)(1) of Public Law 103–382; and
ø$9,605,000¿ $10,644,000 for necessary expenses

of Research and Education Activities, of
which not to exceed $100,000 shall be for em-
ployment under 5 U.S.C. 3109; in all,
ø$411,849,000¿ $418,358,000.

None of the funds in the foregoing para-
graph shall be available to carry out re-
search related to the production, processing
or marketing of tobacco or tobacco products.
NATIVE AMERICAN INSTITUTIONS ENDOWMENT

FUND

For establishment of a Native American
institutions endowment fund, as authorized
by Public Law 130–382 (7 U.S.C. 301 note),
$4,600,000.

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

For acquisition of land, construction, re-
pair, improvement, extension, alteration,
and purchase of fixed equipment or facilities
and for grants to States and other eligible
recipients for such purposes, as necessary to
carry out the agricultural research, exten-
sion, and teaching programs of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, where not otherwise
provided, ø$30,449,000¿ $55,668,000 (7 U.S.C. 390
et seq.), to remain available until expended (7
U.S.C. 2209b).

EXTENSION ACTIVITIES

Payments to States, the District of Colum-
bia, Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands,
Micronesia, Northern Marianas, and Amer-
ican Samoa: For payments for cooperative
extension work under the Smith-Lever Act,
as amended, to be distributed under sections
3(b) and 3(c) of said Act, and under section
208(c) of Public Law 93–471, for retirement
and employees’ compensation costs for ex-
tension agents and for costs of penalty mail
for cooperative extension agents and State
extension directors, ø$260,438,000¿ $268,493,000;
$2,500,000 for extension work at the 1994 Institu-
tions under the Smith-Lever Act (7 U.S.C.
343(b)(3)); payments for the nutrition and
family education program for low-income
areas under section 3(d) of the Act,
ø$58,695,000¿ $60,510,000; payments for the pest
management program under section 3(d) of
the Act, $10,783,000; payments for the farm
safety program under section 3(d) of the Act,
ø$2,855,000¿ $2,943,000; payments for the pes-
ticide impact assessment program under sec-
tion 3(d) of the Act, ø$3,214,000¿ $3,313,000;
payments to upgrade 1890 land-grant college
research, extension, and teaching facilities
as authorized by section 1447 of Public Law
95–113, as amended (7 U.S.C. 3222b),
ø$7,549,000¿ $7,782,000, to remain available
until expended; $1,700,000 for institutional ca-
pacity building grants at the 1994 Institutions (7
U.S.C. 301 note), to remain available until ex-
pended (7 U.S.C. 2209b); payments for the
rural development centers under section 3(d)
of the Act, ø$908,000¿ $936,000; payments for a
groundwater quality program under section
3(d) of the Act, ø$10,733,000¿ $11,065,000; pay-
ments for the agricultural telecommuni-
cations program, as authorized by Public
Law 101–624 (7 U.S.C. 5926), ø$1,167,000¿
$1,203,000; payments for youth-at-risk pro-
grams under section 3(d) of the Act,
ø$9,554,000¿ $9,850,000; payments for a food
safety program under section 3(d) of the Act,
ø$2,365,000¿ $2,438,000; payments for carrying
out the provisions of the Renewable Re-
sources Extension Act of 1978, ø$3,192,000¿
$3,291,000; payments for Indian reservation
agents under section 3(d) of the Act,
ø$1,672,000¿ $1,724,000; payments for sustain-
able agriculture programs under section 3(d)
of the Act, ø$3,309,000¿ $3,411,000; payments
for rural health and safety education as au-
thorized by section 2390 of Public Law 101–624
(7 U.S.C. 2661 note, 2662), ø$2,628,000¿
$2,709,000; payments for cooperative exten-
sion work by the colleges receiving the bene-
fits of the second Morrill Act (7 U.S.C. 321–
326, 328) and Tuskegee University,
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ø$24,337,000¿ $25,090,000; and for Federal ad-
ministration and coordination including ad-
ministration of the Smith-Lever Act, as
amended, and the Act of September 29, 1977
(7 U.S.C. 341–349), as amended, and section
1361(c) of the Act of October 3, 1980 (7 U.S.C.
301 note), and to coordinate and provide pro-
gram leadership for the extension work of
the Department and the several States and
insular possessions, ø$6,271,000¿ $11,331,000; in
all, ø$409,670,000¿ $431,072,000: Provided, That
funds hereby appropriated pursuant to sec-
tion 3(c) of the Act of June 26, 1953, and sec-
tion 506 of the Act of June 23, 1972, as amend-
ed, shall not be paid to any State, the Dis-
trict of Columbia, Puerto Rico, Guam, or the
Virgin Islands, Micronesia, Northern Mari-
anas, and American Samoa prior to avail-
ability of an equal sum from non-Federal
sources for expenditure during the current
fiscal year.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
MARKETING AND REGULATORY PROGRAMS

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Market-
ing and Regulatory Programs to administer
programs under the laws enacted by the Con-
gress for the Animal and Plant Health In-
spection Service, Agricultural Marketing
Service, and the Grain Inspection, Packers
and Stockyards Administration, $618,000.

ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION
SERVICE

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
including those pursuant to the Act of Feb-
ruary 28, 1947, as amended (21 U.S.C. 114b–c),
necessary to prevent, control, and eradicate
pests and plant and animal diseases; to carry
out inspection, quarantine, and regulatory
activities; to discharge the authorities of the
Secretary of Agriculture under the Act of
March 2, 1931 (46 Stat. 1468; 7 U.S.C. 426–426b);
and to protect the environment, as author-
ized by law, ø$435,428,000¿ $432,103,000, of
which ø$4,500,000¿ $5,000,000 shall be available
for the control of outbreaks of insects, plant
diseases, animal diseases and for control of
pest animals and birds to the extent nec-
essary to meet emergency conditions: Pro-
vided, That no funds shall be used to formu-
late or administer a brucellosis eradication
program for the current fiscal year that does
not require minimum matching by the
States of at least 40 percent: Provided further,
That this appropriation shall be available for
field employment pursuant to the second
sentence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act
of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed
$40,000 shall be available for employment
under 5 U.S.C. 3109: Provided further, That
this appropriation shall be available for the
operation and maintenance of aircraft and
the purchase of not to exceed four, of which
two shall be for replacement only: Provided
further, That, in addition, in emergencies
which threaten any segment of the agricul-
tural production industry of this country,
the Secretary may transfer from other ap-
propriations or funds available to the agen-
cies or corporations of the Department such
sums as he may deem necessary, to be avail-
able only in such emergencies for the arrest
and eradication of contagious or infectious
disease or pests of animals, poultry, or
plants, and for expenses in accordance with
the Act of February 28, 1947, as amended, and
section 102 of the Act of September 21, 1944,
as amended, and any unexpended balances of
funds transferred for such emergency pur-
poses in the next preceding fiscal year shall
be merged with such transferred amounts:
Provided further, That appropriations here-
under shall be available pursuant to law (7
U.S.C. 2250) for the repair and alteration of

leased buildings and improvements, but un-
less otherwise provided the cost of altering
any one building during the fiscal year shall
not exceed 10 percent of the current replace-
ment value of the building.

In fiscal year 1997 the agency is authorized
to collect fees to cover the total costs of pro-
viding technical assistance, goods, or serv-
ices requested by States, other political sub-
divisions, domestic and international organi-
zations, foreign governments, or individuals,
provided that such fees are structured such
that any entity’s liability for such fees is
reasonably based on the technical assistance,
goods, or services provided to the entity by
the agency, and such fees shall be credited to
this account, to remain available until ex-
pended, without further appropriation, for
providing such assistance, goods, or services.

Of the total amount available under this
heading in fiscal year 1997, $98,000,000 shall be
derived from user fees deposited in the Agri-
cultural Quarantine Inspection User Fee Ac-
count.

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

For plans, construction, repair, preventive
maintenance, environmental support, im-
provement, extension, alteration, and pur-
chase of fixed equipment or facilities, as au-
thorized by 7 U.S.C. 2250, and acquisition of
land as authorized by 7 U.S.C. 428a, $3,200,000,
to remain available until expended.

AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE

MARKETING SERVICES

For necessary expenses to carry on serv-
ices related to consumer protection, agricul-
tural marketing and distribution, transpor-
tation, and regulatory programs, as author-
ized by law, and for administration and co-
ordination of payments to States; including
field employment pursuant to section 706(a)
of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and
not to exceed $90,000 for employment under 5
U.S.C. 3109, ø$37,592,000¿ $47,829,000, including
funds for the wholesale market development
program for the design and development of
wholesale and farmer market facilities for
the major metropolitan areas of the country:
Provided, That this appropriation shall be
available pursuant to law (7 U.S.C. 2250) for
the alteration and repair of buildings and
improvements, but the cost of altering any
one building during the fiscal year shall not
exceed 10 percent of the current replacement
value of the building.

Fees may be collected for the cost of stand-
ardization activities, as established by regu-
lation pursuant to law (31 U.S.C. 9701).

LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

Not to exceed $59,012,000 (from fees col-
lected) shall be obligated during the current
fiscal year for administrative expenses: Pro-
vided, That if crop size is understated and/or
other uncontrollable events occur, the agen-
cy may exceed this limitation by up to 10
percent with notification to the Appropria-
tions Committees.
FUNDS FOR STRENGTHENING MARKETS, INCOME,

AND SUPPLY (SECTION 32)

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

Funds available under section 32 of the Act
of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c) shall be used
only for commodity program expenses as au-
thorized therein, and other related operating
expenses, except for: (1) transfers to the De-
partment of Commerce as authorized by the
Fish and Wildlife Act of August 8, 1956; (2)
transfers otherwise provided in this Act; and
(3) not more than $10,576,000 for formulation
and administration of marketing agreements
and orders pursuant to the Agricultural Mar-
keting Agreement Act of 1937, as amended,
and the Agricultural Act of 1961.

PAYMENTS TO STATES AND POSSESSIONS

For payments to departments of agri-
culture, bureaus and departments of mar-

kets, and similar agencies for marketing ac-
tivities under section 204(b) of the Agricul-
tural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1623(b)),
$1,200,000.
GRAIN INSPECTION, PACKERS AND STOCKYARDS

ADMINISTRATION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of the United States Grain Stand-
ards Act, as amended, for the administration
of the Packers and Stockyards Act, for cer-
tifying procedures used to protect purchasers
of farm products, and the standardization ac-
tivities related to grain under the Agricul-
tural Marketing Act of 1946, as amended, in-
cluding field employment pursuant to sec-
tion 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C.
2225), and not to exceed $25,000 for employ-
ment under 5 U.S.C. 3109, $22,728,000: Pro-
vided, That this appropriation shall be avail-
able pursuant to law (7 U.S.C. 2250) for the
alteration and repair of buildings and im-
provements, but the cost of altering any one
building during the fiscal year shall not ex-
ceed 10 percent of the current replacement
value of the building.

INSPECTION AND WEIGHING SERVICES

LIMITATION ON INSPECTION AND WEIGHING
SERVICE EXPENSES

Not to exceed $43,207,000 (from fees col-
lected) shall be obligated during the current
fiscal year for inspection and weighing serv-
ices: Provided, That if grain export activities
require additional supervision and oversight,
or other uncontrollable factors occur, this
limitation may be exceeded by up to 10 per-
cent with notification to the Appropriations
Committees.

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR FOOD
SAFETY

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Under Secretary for Food Safe-
ty to administer the laws enacted by the
Congress for the Food Safety and Inspection
Service, $446,000.

FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

For necessary expenses to carry on serv-
ices authorized by the Federal Meat Inspec-
tion Act, as amended, the Poultry Products
Inspection Act, as amended, and the Egg
Products Inspection Act, as amended,
ø$574,000,000¿ $557,697,000, and in addition,
$1,000,000 may be credited to this account
from fees collected for the cost of laboratory
accreditation as authorized by section 1017 of
Public Law 102–237: Provided, That this ap-
propriation shall not be available for shell
egg surveillance under section 5(d) of the Egg
Products Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. 1034(d)):
Provided further, That this appropriation
shall be available for field employment pur-
suant to section 706(a) of the Organic Act of
1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed $75,000
shall be available for employment under 5
U.S.C. 3109: Provided further, That this appro-
priation shall be available pursuant to law (7
U.S.C. 2250) for the alteration and repair of
buildings and improvements, but the cost of
altering any one building during the fiscal
year shall not exceed 10 percent of the cur-
rent replacement value of the building.
OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR FARM

AND FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICES

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Under Secretary for Farm and
Foreign Agricultural Services to administer
the laws enacted by Congress for the øCon-
solidated¿ Farm Service Agency, Foreign
Agricultural Service, and the Commodity
Credit Corporation, $572,000.

FARM SERVICE AGENCY

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses for carrying out
the administration and implementation of
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programs administered by the Farm Service
Agency, ø$746,440,000¿ $795,000,000: Provided,
That the Secretary is authorized to use the
services, facilities, and authorities (but not
the funds) of the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion to make program payments for all pro-
grams administered by the Agency: Provided
further, That other funds made available to
the Agency for authorized activities may be
advanced to and merged with this account:
Provided further, That these funds shall be
available for employment pursuant to the
second sentence of section 706(a) of the Or-
ganic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to
exceed $1,000,000 shall be available for em-
ployment under 5 U.S.C. 3109.

STATE MEDIATION GRANTS

For grants pursuant to section 502(b) of the
Agricultural Credit Act of 1987, as amended (7
U.S.C. 5101–5106), $2,000,000.

DAIRY INDEMNITY PROGRAM

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses involved in making
indemnity payments to dairy farmers for
milk or cows producing such milk and manu-
facturers of dairy products who have been di-
rected to remove their milk or dairy prod-
ucts from commercial markets because it
contained residues of chemicals registered
and approved for use by the Federal Govern-
ment, and in making indemnity payments
for milk, or cows producing such milk, at a
fair market value to any dairy farmer who is
directed to remove his milk from commer-
cial markets because of (1) the presence of
products of nuclear radiation or fallout if
such contamination is not due to the fault of
the farmer, or (2) residues of chemicals or
toxic substances not included under the first
sentence of the Act of August 13, 1968, as
amended (7 U.S.C. 450j), if such chemicals or
toxic substances were not used in a manner
contrary to applicable regulations or label-
ing instructions provided at the time of use
and the contamination is not due to the
fault of the farmer, $100,000, to remain avail-
able until expended (7 U.S.C. 2209b): Provided,
That none of the funds contained in this Act
shall be used to make indemnity payments
to any farmer whose milk was removed from
commercial markets as a result of his willful
failure to follow procedures prescribed by
the Federal Government: Provided further,
That this amount shall be transferred to the
Commodity Credit Corporation: Provided fur-
ther, That the Secretary is authorized to uti-
lize the services, facilities, and authorities of
the Commodity Credit Corporation for the
purpose of making dairy indemnity disburse-
ments.

OUTREACH FOR SOCIALLY DISADVANTAGED
FARMERS

For grants and contracts pursuant to sec-
tion 2501 of the Food, Agriculture, Conserva-
tion, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 2279),
$1,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

AGRICULTURAL CREDIT INSURANCE FUND
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For gross obligations for the principal
amount of direct and guaranteed loans as au-
thorized by 7 U.S.C. 1928–1929, to be available
from funds in the Agricultural Credit Insur-
ance Fund, as follows: farm ownership loans,
$600,000,000, of which $550,000,000 shall be for
guaranteed loans; operating loans,
$2,345,071,000, of which $1,700,000,000 shall be
for unsubsidized guaranteed loans and
$200,000,000 shall be for subsidized guaranteed
loans; Indian tribe land acquisition loans as
authorized by 25 U.S.C. 488, $1,000,000; for
emergency insured loans, ø$25,000,000¿
$75,000,000 to meet the needs resulting from
natural disasters; for boll weevil eradication

program loans as authorized by 7 U.S.C. 1989,
$15,384,000; and for credit sales of acquired
property, $25,000,000.

For the cost of direct and guaranteed
loans, including the cost of modifying loans
as defined in section 502 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, as follows: farm owner-
ship loans, $27,975,000, of which $22,055,000
shall be for guaranteed loans; operating
loans, $96,840,000, of which $19,210,000 shall be
for unsubsidized guaranteed loans and
$18,480,000 shall be for subsidized guaranteed
loans; Indian tribe land acquisition loans as
authorized by 25 U.S.C. 488, $54,000; for emer-
gency insured loans, ø$6,365,000¿ $19,095,000 to
meet the needs resulting from natural disas-
ters; for boll weevil eradication program loans
as authorized by 7 U.S.C. 1989, $2,000,000; and
for credit sales of acquired property,
$2,530,000.

In addition, for administrative expenses
necessary to carry out the direct and guar-
anteed loan programs, $221,046,000, of which
$208,446,000 shall be transferred to and
merged with the ‘‘Farm Service Agency, Sal-
aries and Expenses’’ account.

øOFFICE OF RISK MANAGEMENT

øFor administrative and operating ex-
penses, as authorized by the Federal Agri-
culture Improvement and Reform Act of 1996
(7 U.S.C. 6933), $62,198,000: Provided, That not
to exceed $700 shall be available for official
reception and representation expenses, as au-
thorized by 7 U.S.C. 1506(i).¿

CORPORATIONS

The following corporations and agencies
are hereby authorized to make expenditures,
within the limits of funds and borrowing au-
thority available to each such corporation or
agency and in accord with law, and to make
contracts and commitments without regard
to fiscal year limitations as provided by sec-
tion 104 of the Government Corporation Con-
trol Act, as amended, as may be necessary in
carrying out the programs set forth in the
budget for the current fiscal year for such
corporation or agency, except as hereinafter
provided.

FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE CORPORATION FUND

For payments as authorized by section 516
of the Federal Crop Insurance Act, as amend-
ed, such sums as may be necessary, to re-
main available until expended (7 U.S.C.
2209b).

COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION FUND

REIMBURSEMENT FOR NET REALIZED LOSSES

For fiscal year 1997, such sums as may be
necessary to reimburse the Commodity Cred-
it Corporation for net realized losses sus-
tained, but not previously reimbursed (esti-
mated to be $1,500,000,000 in the President’s
fiscal year 1997 Budget Request (H. Doc. 104–
162)), but not to exceed $1,500,000,000, pursu-
ant to section 2 of the Act of August 17, 1961,
as amended (15 U.S.C. 713a–11).

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE FOR
HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT

For fiscal year 1997, the Commodity Credit
Corporation shall not expend more than
$5,000,000 for expenses to comply with the re-
quirement of section 107(g) of the Com-
prehensive Environmental Response, Com-
pensation, and Liability Act, as amended, 42
U.S.C. 9607(g), and section 6001 of the Re-
source Conservation and Recovery Act, as
amended, 42 U.S.C. 6961: Provided, That ex-
penses shall be for operations and mainte-
nance costs only and that other hazardous
waste management costs shall be paid for by
the USDA Hazardous Waste Management ap-
propriation in this Act.

TITLE II
CONSERVATION PROGRAMS

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR
NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Under Secretary for Natural Re-
sources and Environment to administer the
laws enacted by the Congress for the Forest
Service and the Natural Resources Conserva-
tion Service, $693,000.
NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICE

CONSERVATION OPERATIONS

For necessary expenses for carrying out
the provisions of the Act of April 27, 1935 (16
U.S.C. 590a–590f) including preparation of
conservation plans and establishment of
measures to conserve soil and water (includ-
ing farm irrigation and land drainage and
such special measures for soil and water
management as may be necessary to prevent
floods and the siltation of reservoirs and to
control agricultural related pollutants); op-
eration of conservation plant materials cen-
ters; classification and mapping of soil; dis-
semination of information; acquisition of
lands, water, and interests therein for use in
the plant materials program by donation, ex-
change, or purchase at a nominal cost not to
exceed $100 pursuant to the Act of August 3,
1956 (7 U.S.C. 428a); purchase and erection or
alteration or improvement of permanent and
temporary buildings; and operation and
maintenance of aircraft, ø$619,392,000¿
$638,954,000, to remain available until ex-
pended (7 U.S.C. 2209b), of which not less
than $5,835,000 is for snow survey and water
forecasting and not less than $8,825,000 is for
operation and establishment of the plant ma-
terials centers: Provided, That appropriations
hereunder shall be available pursuant to 7
U.S.C. 2250 for construction and improve-
ment of buildings and public improvements
at plant materials centers, except that the
cost of alterations and improvements to
other buildings and other public improve-
ments shall not exceed $250,000: Provided fur-
ther, That when buildings or other structures
are erected on non-Federal land, that the
right to use such land is obtained as provided
in 7 U.S.C. 2250a: Provided further, That this
appropriation shall be available for technical
assistance and related expenses to carry out
programs authorized by section 202(c) of title
II of the Colorado River Basin Salinity Con-
trol Act of 1974, as amended (43 U.S.C.
1592(c)): Provided further, That no part of this
appropriation may be expended for soil and
water conservation operations under the Act
of April 27, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 590a–590f) in dem-
onstration projects: Provided further, That
this appropriation shall be available for em-
ployment pursuant to the second sentence of
section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7
U.S.C. 2225) and not to exceed $25,000 shall be
available for employment under 5 U.S.C.
3109: Provided further, That qualified local en-
gineers may be temporarily employed at per
diem rates to perform the technical planning
work of the Service (16 U.S.C. 590e–2): Pro-
vided further, That of the total amount appro-
priated, no more than $250,000 may be available
for purposes authorized under sections 351–360
of Public Law 104–127.

WATERSHED SURVEYS AND PLANNING

For necessary expenses to conduct re-
search, investigation, and surveys of water-
sheds of rivers and other waterways, and for
small watershed investigations and planning,
in accordance with the Watershed Protection
and Flood Prevention Act approved August
4, 1954, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1001–1009),
ø$10,762,000¿ $14,000,000: Provided, That this
appropriation shall be available for employ-
ment pursuant to the second sentence of sec-
tion 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C.
2225), and not to exceed $110,000 shall be
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available for employment under 5 U.S.C.
3109.

WATERSHED AND FLOOD PREVENTION
OPERATIONS

For necessary expenses to carry out pre-
ventive measures, including but not limited
to research, engineering operations, methods
of cultivation, the growing of vegetation, re-
habilitation of existing works and changes in
use of land, in accordance with the Water-
shed Protection and Flood Prevention Act
approved August 4, 1954, as amended (16
U.S.C. 1001–1005, 1007–1009), the provisions of
the Act of April 27, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 590a–f), and
in accordance with the provisions of laws re-
lating to the activities of the Department,
$101,036,000, to remain available until ex-
pended (7 U.S.C. 2209b) (of which up to
$15,000,000 may be available for the water-
sheds authorized under the Flood Control
Act approved June 22, 1936 (33 U.S.C. 701, 16
U.S.C. 1006a), as amended and supplemented:
Provided, That this appropriation shall be
available for employment pursuant to the
second sentence of section 706(a) of the Or-
ganic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to
exceed $200,000 shall be available for employ-
ment under 5 U.S.C. 3109: Provided further,
That not to exceed $1,000,000 of this appro-
priation is available to carry out the pur-
poses of the Endangered Species Act of 1973
(Public Law 93–205), as amended, including
cooperative efforts as contemplated by that
Act to relocate endangered or threatened
species to other suitable habitats as may be
necessary to expedite project construction.

RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT

For necessary expenses in planning and
carrying out projects for resource conserva-
tion and development and for sound land use
pursuant to the provisions of section 32(e) of
title III of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant
Act, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1010–1011; 76 Stat.
607), the Act of April 27, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 590a–
f), and the Agriculture and Food Act of 1981
(16 U.S.C. 3451–3461), $29,377,000, to remain
available until expended (7 U.S.C. 2209b): Pro-
vided, That this appropriation shall be avail-
able for employment pursuant to the second
sentence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act
of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed
$50,000 shall be available for employment
under 5 U.S.C. 3109.

FORESTRY INCENTIVES PROGRAM

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro-
vided for, to carry out the program of for-
estry incentives, as authorized in the Coop-
erative Forestry Assistance Act of 1978 (16
U.S.C. 2101), including technical assistance
and related expenses, $6,325,000, to remain
available until expended, as authorized by
that Act.

TITLE III
RURAL ECONOMIC AND COMMUNITY

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS
OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR RURAL

DEVELOPMENT

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Under Secretary for Rural De-
velopment to administer programs under the
laws enacted by the Congress for the Rural
Housing Service, Rural Business-Cooperative
Service, and the Rural Utilities Service of
the Department of Agriculture, $588,000.

RURAL HOUSING SERVICE

RURAL HOUSING INSURANCE FUND PROGRAM
ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For gross obligations for the principal
amount of direct and guaranteed loans as au-
thorized by title V of the Housing Act of
1949, as amended, to be available from funds
in the rural housing insurance fund, as fol-
lows: $3,300,000,000 for loans to section 502

borrowers, as determined by the Secretary,
of which $2,300,000,000 shall be for
unsubsidized guaranteed loans; $35,000,000 for
section 504 housing repair loans; $15,000,000
for section 514 farm labor housing; $58,654,000
for section 515 rental housing; $600,000 for
section 524 site loans; $50,000,000 for credit
sales of acquired property; and $600,000 for
section 523 self-help housing land develop-
ment loans.

For the cost of direct and guaranteed
loans, including the cost of modifying loans,
as defined in section 502 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, as follows: section 502
loans, $89,210,000, of which $6,210,000 shall be
for unsubsidized guaranteed loans; section
504 housing repair loans, $11,081,000; section
514 farm labor housing, $6,885,000; section 515
rental housing, $28,987,000ø: Provided, That no
funds for new construction for section 515
rental housing may be available for fiscal
year 1997¿; credit sales of acquired property,
$4,050,000; and section 523 self-help housing
land development loans, $17,000.

In addition, for administrative expenses
necessary to carry out the direct and guar-
anteed loan programs, $366,205,000, which
shall be transferred to and merged with the
appropriation for ‘‘Rural Housing Service,
Salaries and Expenses’’.

RENTAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

For rental assistance agreements entered
into or renewed pursuant to the authority
under section 521(a)(2) or agreements entered
into in lieu of debt forgiveness or payments
for eligible households as authorized by sec-
tion 502(c)(5)(D) of the Housing Act of 1949, as
amended, $493,870,000; and in addition such
sums as may be necessary, as authorized by
section 521(c) of the Act, to liquidate debt in-
curred prior to fiscal year 1992 to carry out
the rental assistance program under section
521(a)(2) of the Act: Provided, That of this
amount not more than $5,900,000 shall be
available for debt forgiveness or payments
for eligible households as authorized by sec-
tion 502(c)(5)(D) of the Act, and not to exceed
$10,000 per project for advances to nonprofit
organizations or public agencies to cover di-
rect costs (other than purchase price) in-
curred in purchasing projects pursuant to
section 502(c)(5)(C) of the Act: Provided fur-
ther, That agreements entered into or re-
newed during fiscal year 1997 shall be funded
for a five-year period, although the life of
any such agreement may be extended to
fully utilize amounts obligated.

MUTUAL AND SELF-HELP HOUSING GRANTS

For grants and contracts pursuant to sec-
tion 523(b)(1)(A) of the Housing Act of 1949 (42
U.S.C. 1490c), $26,000,000, to remain available
until expended (7 U.S.C. 2209b).

RURAL HOUSING ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For the cost of direct loans, loan guaran-
tees, agreements, and grants, as authorized
by 7 U.S.C. 1926, 42 U.S.C. 1472, 1474, 1479, 1485,
1486, and 1490(a), except for sections 381E,
381H, 381N of the Consolidated Farm and
Rural Development Act, ø$73,190,000¿
$136,435,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, for direct loans and loan guarantees
for community facilities, community facili-
ties grant program, rental assistance associ-
ated with and direct loans for new construction
of section 515 rental housing, rural housing for
domestic farm labor grants, supervisory and
technical assistance grants, very low-income
housing repair grants, rural community fire
protection grants, rural housing preserva-
tion grants, and compensation for construc-
tion defects of the Rural Housing Service:
Provided, That the cost of direct loans and
loan guarantees shall be as defined in section
502 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974,
as amended: Provided further, That the

amounts appropriated shall be transferred to
loan program and grant accounts as deter-
mined by the Secretaryø: Provided further,
That no funds for new construction relating
to 515 rental housing may be available for
fiscal year 1997¿: Provided further, That of the
funds made available in this paragraph not
more than $1,200,000 shall be available for the
multi-family rural housing loan guarantee
program as authorized by section 5 of Public
Law 104–120: Provided further, That if such
funds are not obligated for multi-family
rural housing loan guarantees by June 30,
1997, they remain available for other author-
ized purposes under this head: Provided fur-
ther, That of the total amount appropriated,
not to exceed $1,200,000 shall be available for
the cost of direct loans, loan guarantees, and
grants to be made available for
empowerment zones and enterprise commu-
nities as authorized by Public Law 103–66:
Provided further, That if such funds are not
obligated for empowerment zones and enter-
prise communities by June 30, 1997, they re-
main available for other authorized purposes
under this head.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Rural Hous-
ing Service, including administering the pro-
grams authorized by the Consolidated Farm
and Rural Development Act, as amended,
title V of the Housing Act of 1949, as amend-
ed, and cooperative agreements, ø$53,889,000¿
$66,354,000: Provided, That this appropriation
shall be available for employment pursuant
to the second sentence of 706(a) of the Or-
ganic Act of 1944, and not to exceed $520,000
may be used for employment under 5 U.S.C.
3109.

RURAL BUSINESS-COOPERATIVE SERVICE

RURAL DEVELOPMENT LOAN FUND PROGRAM
ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For the cost of direct loans, ø$18,400,000¿
$17,270,000, as authorized by the Rural Devel-
opment Loan Fund (42 U.S.C. 9812(a)): Pro-
vided, That such costs, including the cost of
modifying such loans, shall be as defined in
section 502 of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974: Provided further, That these funds are
available to subsidize gross obligations for
the principal amount of direct loans of
ø$40,000,000¿ $37,544,000: Provided further, That
through June 30, 1997, of the total amount
appropriated $3,345,000 shall be available for
the cost of direct loans, for empowerment
zones and enterprise communities, as au-
thorized by title XIII of the Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 1993, to subsidize gross
obligations for the principal amount of di-
rect loans, $7,246,000.

RURAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT LOANS
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For the principal amount of direct loans,
as authorized under section 313 of the Rural
Electrification Act, for the purpose of pro-
moting rural economic development and job
creation projects, $12,865,000.

For the cost of direct loans, including the
cost of modifying loans as defined in section
502 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974,
$2,830,000. In addition, for administrative ex-
penses necessary to carry out the direct loan
program, $654,000, which shall be transferred
to and merged with the appropriation for
‘‘Salaries and Expenses.’’

ALTERNATIVE AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH AND
COMMERCIALIZATION REVOLVING FUND

For necessary expenses to carry out the
Alternative Agricultural Research and Com-
mercialization Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 5901–
5908), ø$6,000,000¿ $10,000,000 is appropriated
to the alternative agricultural research and
commercialization revolving fund.
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RURAL BUSINESS—COOPERATIVE ASSISTANCE

PROGRAM

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For the cost of direct loans, loan guaran-
tees, and grants, as authorized by 7 U.S.C.
1926, 1928, and 1932, except for 381E, 381H,
381N of the Consolidated Farm and Rural De-
velopment Act, ø$51,400,000¿ $53,750,000, to re-
main available until expended, for direct
loans and loan guarantees for business and
industry assistance, rural business grants,
rural cooperative development grants, and
rural business opportunity grants of the
Rural Business—Cooperative Service: Pro-
vided, That the cost of direct loans and loan
guarantees shall be as defined in section 502
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, as
amended: Provided further, That $500,000 shall
be available for grants to qualified nonprofit
organizations as authorized under section
310B(c)(2) of the Consolidated Farm and
Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 1932): Pro-
vided further, That the amounts appropriated
shall be transferred to loan program and
grant accounts as determined by the Sec-
retary: Provided further, That, of the total
amount appropriated, not to exceed $3,000,000
shall be available for cooperative develop-
ment: Provided further, That of the total
amount appropriated, not to exceed $1,300,000
may be available through a cooperative agree-
ment for the appropriate technology transfer for
rural areas program: Provided further, That, of
the total amount appropriated, not to exceed
$148,000 shall be available for the cost of di-
rect loans, loan guarantees, and grants to be
made available for business and industry
loans for empowerment zones and enterprise
communities as authorized by Public Law
103–66 and rural development loans for
empowerment zones and enterprise commu-
nities as authorized by title XIII of the Om-
nibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993: Pro-
vided further, That if such funds are not obli-
gated for empowerment zones and enterprise
communities by June 30, 1997, they remain
available for other authorized purposes
under this head.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Rural Busi-
ness-Cooperative Service, including admin-
istering the programs authorized by the Con-
solidated Farm and Rural Development Act,
as amended; section 1323 of the Food Secu-
rity Act of 1985; the Cooperative Marketing
Act of 1926; for activities relating to the
marketing aspects of cooperatives, including
economic research findings, as authorized by
the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946; for
activities with institutions concerning the
development and operation of agricultural
cooperatives; and cooperative agreements;
$25,680,000: Provided, That this appropriation
shall be available for employment pursuant
to the second sentence of 706(a) of the Or-
ganic Act of 1944, and not to exceed $260,000
may be used for employment under 5 U.S.C.
3109.

RURAL UTILITIES SERVICE

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION AND TELECOMMUNI-
CATIONS LOANS PROGRAM ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

Insured loans pursuant to the authority of
section 305 of the Rural Electrification Act
of 1936, as amended (7 U.S.C. 935), shall be
made as follows: 5 percent rural electrifica-
tion loans, $125,000,000, 5 percent rural tele-
communications loans, $75,000,000; cost of
money rural telecommunications loans,
$300,000,000; municipal rate rural electric
loans, $525,000,000; and loans made pursuant
to section 306 of that Act, rural electric,
$300,000,000, and rural telecommunications,
$120,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

For the cost, as defined in section 502 of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, includ-

ing the cost of modifying loans, of direct and
guaranteed loans authorized by the Rural
Electrification Act of 1936, as amended (7
U.S.C. 935), as follows: cost of direct loans,
$4,818,000; cost of municipal rate loans,
$28,245,000; cost of money rural telecommuni-
cations loans, $60,000; cost of loans guaran-
teed pursuant to section 306, $2,790,000: Pro-
vided, That notwithstanding section 305(d)(2)
of the Rural Electrification Act of 1936, bor-
rower interest rates may exceed 7 percent
per year.

In addition, for administrative expenses
necessary to carry out the direct and guar-
anteed loan programs, $29,982,000, which shall
be transferred to and merged with the appro-
priation for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses.’’

RURAL TELEPHONE BANK PROGRAM ACCOUNT

The Rural Telephone Bank is hereby au-
thorized to make such expenditures, within
the limits of funds available to such corpora-
tion in accord with law, and to make such
contracts and commitments without regard
to fiscal year limitations as provided by sec-
tion 104 of the Government Corporation Con-
trol Act, as amended, as may be necessary in
carrying out its authorized programs for the
current fiscal year. During fiscal year 1997
and within the resources and authority
available, gross obligations for the principal
amount of direct loans shall be $175,000,000.

For the cost, as defined in section 502 of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, includ-
ing the cost of modifying loans, of direct
loans authorized by the Rural Electrification
Act of 1936, as amended (7 U.S.C. 935),
$2,328,000.

In addition, for administrative expenses
necessary to carry out the loan programs,
$3,500,000.

DISTANCE LEARNING AND MEDICAL LINK
PROGRAM

For the cost of direct loans and grants, as
authorized by 7 U.S.C. 950aaa et seq., as
amended, ø$7,500,000¿ $10,000,000, to remain
available until expended, to be available for
loans and grants for telemedicine and dis-
tance learning services in rural areas: Pro-
vided, That the costs of direct loans shall be
as defined in section 502 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974.

RURAL UTILITIES ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For the cost of direct loans, loan guaran-
tees, and grants, as authorized by 7 U.S.C.
1926, 1928, and 1932, except for 381E, 381H,
381N of the Consolidated Farm and Rural De-
velopment Act, ø$496,868,000¿ $657,942,000, to
remain available until expended, for direct
loans and loan guarantees and grants for
rural water and waste disposal, and solid
waste management grants of the Rural Utili-
ties Service: Provided, That the cost of direct
loans and loan guarantees shall be as defined
in section 502 of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974, as amended: Provided further,
That the amounts appropriated shall be
transferred to loan program and grant ac-
counts as determined by the Secretary: Pro-
vided further, That, through June 30, 1997, of
the total amount appropriated, $18,700,000
shall be available for the costs of direct
loans, loan guarantees, and grants to be
made available for empowerment zones and
enterprise communities, as authorized by
Public Law 103–66: Provided further, That, of
the total amount appropriated, not to exceed
$18,700,000 shall be for water and waste dis-
posal systems to benefit the Colonias along
the United States/Mexico border, including
grants pursuant to section 306C of the Con-
solidated Farm and Rural Development Act,
as amended: Provided further, That, of the
total amount appropriated, not to exceed
ø$5,000,000¿ $5,400,000 shall be available for
contracting with qualified national organiza-

tions for a circuit rider program to provide
technical assistance for rural water systems:
Provided further, That an amount not less
than that available in fiscal year 1996 be set
aside and made available for ongoing tech-
nical assistance under sections 306(a)(14) (7
U.S.C. 1926) and 310(B)(b) of the Consolidated
Farm and Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C.
1932).

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Rural Utili-
ties Service, including administering the
programs authorized by the Rural Elec-
trification Act of 1936, as amended, and the
Consolidated Farm and Rural Development
Act, as amended, and cooperative agree-
ments, $33,195,000: Provided, That this appro-
priation shall be available for employment
pursuant to the second sentence of 706(a) of
the Organic Act of 1944, and not to exceed
$105,000 may be used for employment under 5
U.S.C. 3109.

TITLE IV
DOMESTIC FOOD PROGRAMS

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR FOOD,
NUTRITION AND CONSUMER SERVICES

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Under Secretary for Food, Nu-
trition and Consumer Services to administer
the laws enacted by the Congress for the
Food and Consumer Service, ø$454,000¿
$554,000.

CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses to carry out the
National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1751–
1769b), except section 21, and the Child Nutri-
tion Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1772–1785, and 1789);
except sections 17 and 19; ø$8,652,597,000¿
$8,654,797,000, to remain available through
September 30, 1998, of which ø$3,218,844,000¿
$3,221,044,000 is hereby appropriated and
$5,433,753,000 shall be derived by transfer
from funds available under section 32 of the
Act of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c)ø: Pro-
vided, That none of the funds made available
under this heading shall be used for new
studies and evaluations¿: Provided, That not
to exceed $2,000,000 of the funds made available
under this heading shall be used for studies and
evaluations: Provided further, That up to
$4,031,000 shall be available for independent
verification of school food service claims.

SPECIAL SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION PROGRAM
FOR WOMEN, INFANTS, AND CHILDREN (WIC)

For necessary expenses to carry out the
special supplemental nutrition program as
authorized by section 17 of the Child Nutri-
tion Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786), $3,729,807,000,
to remain available through September 30,
1998: Provided, That none of the funds made
available under this heading may be used to
begin more than two studies and evalua-
tions: Provided further, That up to $6,750,000
may be used to carry out the farmers’ mar-
ket nutrition program from any funds not
needed to maintain current caseload levelsø:
Provided further, That, of the total amount of
fiscal year 1996 carryover funds that cannot
be spent in fiscal year 1997, any funds in ex-
cess of $100,000,000 may be transferred by the
Secretary to other programs in the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, excluding the Forest
Service, with prior notification to the House
and Senate Appropriations Committees¿:
Provided further, That once the amount for fis-
cal year 1996 carryover funds has been deter-
mined by the Secretary, any funds in excess of
$100,000,000 may be transferred by the Secretary
of Agriculture to any loan program of the De-
partment and/or to make available up to
$10,000,000 for the WIC farmers’ market nutri-
tion program: Provided further, That none of
the funds in this Act shall be available to
pay administrative expenses of WIC clinics
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except those that have an announced policy
of prohibiting smoking within the space used
to carry out the program: Provided further,
That none of the funds provided in this ac-
count shall be available for the purchase of
infant formula except in accordance with the
cost containment and competitive bidding
requirements specified in section 17 of the
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786):
Provided further, That State agencies required
to procure infant formula using a competitive
bidding system may use funds appropriated by
this Act to purchase infant formula under a cost
containment contract entered into after Septem-
ber 30, 1996 only if the contract was awarded to
the bidder offering the lowest net price, as de-
fined by section 17(b)(20) of the Child Nutrition
Act of 1966, unless the State agency dem-
onstrates to the satisfaction of the Secretary
that the weighted average retail price for dif-
ferent brands of infant formula in the State does
not vary by more than five percent.

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

For necessary expenses to carry out the
Food Stamp Act (7 U.S.C. ø2011–2029¿ 2011 et
seq.), ø$27,615,029,000¿ $28,521,029,000: Provided,
That funds provided herein shall remain
available through September 30, 1997, in ac-
cordance with section 18(a) of the Food
Stamp Act: Provided further, That
ø$100,000,000¿ $1,000,000,000 of the foregoing
amount shall be placed in reserve for use
only in such amounts and at such times as
may become necessary to carry out program
operationsø: Provided further, That none of
the funds made available under this heading
shall be used for new studies and evalua-
tions¿: Provided further, That not to exceed
$6,000,000 of the funds made available under
this heading shall be used for studies and eval-
uations: Provided further, That funds provided
herein shall be expended in accordance with
section 16 of the Food Stamp Act: Provided
further, That this appropriation shall be sub-
ject to any work registration or workfare re-
quirements as may be required by law: Pro-
vided further, That $1,174,000,000 of the fore-
going amount shall be available for nutrition
assistance for Puerto Rico as authorized by 7
U.S.C. 2028.

COMMODITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

For necessary expenses to carry out the
commodity supplemental food program as
authorized by section 4(a) of the Agriculture
and Consumer Protection Act of 1973 (7
U.S.C. 612c (note)), the Emergency Food As-
sistance Act of 1983, as amended, and section
110 of the Hunger Prevention Act of 1988,
$166,000,000, to remain available through Sep-
tember 30, 1998: Provided, That none of these
funds shall be available to reimburse the
Commodity Credit Corporation for commod-
ities donated to the program.

FOOD DONATIONS PROGRAMS FOR SELECTED
GROUPS

For necessary expenses to carry out sec-
tion 4(a) of the Agriculture and Consumer
Protection Act of 1973 (7 U.S.C. 612c (note)),
øsection 4(b) of the Food Stamp Act (7 U.S.C.
2013(b)),¿ and section 311 of the Older Ameri-
cans Act of 1965, as amended (42 U.S.C. 3030a),
ø$205,000,000¿ $141,250,000, to remain available
through September 30, 1998.

FOOD PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION

For necessary administrative expenses of
the domestic food programs funded under
this Act, ø$104,487,000¿ $107,769,000, of which
$5,000,000 shall be available only for simplify-
ing procedures, reducing overhead costs,
tightening regulations, improving food
stamp coupon handling, and assistance in
the prevention, identification, and prosecu-
tion of fraud and other violations of law: Pro-
vided, That this appropriation shall be avail-
able for employment pursuant to the second
sentence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act

of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed
$150,000 shall be available for employment
under 5 U.S.C. 3109.

TITLE V
FOREIGN ASSISTANCE AND RELATED

PROGRAMS
FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICE AND

GENERAL SALES MANAGER

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Foreign Ag-
ricultural Service, including carrying out
title VI of the Agricultural Act of 1954, as
amended (7 U.S.C. 1761–1768), market develop-
ment activities abroad, and for enabling the
Secretary to coordinate and integrate activi-
ties of the Department in connection with
foreign agricultural work, including not to
exceed $128,000 for representation allowances
and for expenses pursuant to section 8 of the
Act approved August 3, 1956 (7 U.S.C. 1766),
ø$128,005,000¿ $138,561,000, of which ø$2,792,000¿
$3,231,000 may be transferred from the Export
Loan Program account in this Act, and
ø$1,005,000¿ $1,035,000 may be transferred from
the Public Law 480 program account in this
Act: Provided, That the Service may utilize
advances of funds, or reimburse this appro-
priation for expenditures made on behalf of
Federal agencies, public and private organi-
zations and institutions under agreements
executed pursuant to the agricultural food
production assistance programs (7 U.S.C.
1736) and the foreign assistance programs of
the International Development Cooperation
Administration (22 U.S.C. 2392)ø: Provided
further, That funds provided for foreign mar-
ket development to trade associations, co-
operatives and small businesses shall be allo-
cated only after a competitive bidding proc-
ess to target funds to those entities most
likely to generate additional U.S. exports as
a result of the expenditure¿.

None of the funds in the foregoing para-
graph shall be available to promote the sale
or export of tobacco or tobacco products.
PUBLIC LAW 480 PROGRAM AND GRANT ACCOUNTS

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For expenses during the current fiscal
year, not otherwise recoverable, and unre-
covered prior years’ costs, including interest
thereon, under the Agricultural Trade Devel-
opment and Assistance Act of 1954, as
amended (7 U.S.C. 1691, 1701–1715, 1721–1726,
1727–1727f, 1731–1736g), as follows: (1)
ø$216,400,000¿ $218,944,000 for Public Law 480
title I credit, including Food for Progress
programs; (2) $13,905,000 is hereby appro-
priated for ocean freight differential costs
for the shipment of agricultural commod-
ities pursuant to title I of said Act and the
Food for Progress Act of 1985, as amended; (3)
$837,000,000 is hereby appropriated for com-
modities supplied in connection with disposi-
tions abroad pursuant to title II of said Act;
and (4) ø$29,500,000¿ $40,000,000 is hereby ap-
propriated for commodities supplied in con-
nection with dispositions abroad pursuant to
title III of said Act: Provided, That not to ex-
ceed 15 percent of the funds made available
to carry out any title of said Act may be
used to carry out any other title of said Act:
Provided further, That such sums shall re-
main available until expended (7 U.S.C.
2209b).

For the cost, as defined in section 502 of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, of di-
rect credit agreements as authorized by the
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist-
ance Act of 1954, as amended, and the Food
for Progress Act of 1985, as amended, includ-
ing the cost of modifying credit agreements
under said Act, ø$177,000,000¿ $179,082,000.

In addition, for administrative expenses to
carry out the Public Law 480 title I credit
program, and the Food for Progress Act of
1985, as amended, to the extent funds appro-

priated for Public Law 480 are utilized,
ø$1,750,000¿ $1,818,000.

COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION EXPORT
LOANS PROGRAM ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For administrative expenses to carry out
the Commodity Credit Corporation’s export
guarantee program, GSM 102 and GSM 103,
ø$3,381,000¿ $3,820,000; to cover common over-
head expenses as permitted by section 11 of
the Commodity Credit Corporation Charter
Act and in conformity with the Federal
Credit Reform Act of 1990, of which not to
exceed ø$2,792,000¿ $3,231,000 may be trans-
ferred to and merged with the appropriation
for the salaries and expenses of the Foreign
Agricultural Service, and of which not to ex-
ceed $589,000 may be transferred to and
merged with the appropriation for the sala-
ries and expenses of the Farm Service Agen-
cy.

EXPORT CREDIT

The Commodity Credit Corporation shall
make available not less than $5,500,000,000 in
credit guarantees under its export credit
guarantee program extended to finance the
export sales of United States agricultural
commodities and the products thereof, as au-
thorized by section 202 (a) and (b) of the Ag-
ricultural Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5641).

TITLE VI

RELATED AGENCIES AND FOOD AND
DRUG ADMINISTRATION

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES

FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Food and
Drug Administration, including hire and pur-
chase of passenger motor vehicles; for rental
of special purpose space in the District of Co-
lumbia or elsewhere; and for miscellaneous
and emergency expenses of enforcement ac-
tivities, authorized and approved by the Sec-
retary and to be accounted for solely on the
Secretary’s certificate, not to exceed $25,000;
$907,499,000, of which not to exceed $87,528,000
in fees pursuant to section 736 of the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act may be cred-
ited to this appropriation and remain avail-
able until expended: Provided, That fees de-
rived from applications received during fis-
cal year 1997 shall be subject to the fiscal
year 1997 limitation: Provided further, That
none of these funds shall be used to develop,
establish, or operate any program of user
fees authorized by 31 U.S.C. 9701.

In addition, fees pursuant to section 354 of
the Public Health Service Act may be cred-
ited to this account, to remain available
until expended.

In addition, fees pursuant to section 801 of
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act
may be credited to this account, to remain
available until expended.

øNone of the funds appropriated or made
available to the Federal Food and Drug Ad-
ministration shall be used to implement any
rule finalizing the August 25, 1995 proposed
rule entitled ‘‘The Prescription Drug Prod-
uct Labeling; Medication Guide Require-
ments,’’ except as to any specific drug or bio-
logical product where the FDA determines
that without approved patient information
there would be a serious and significant pub-
lic health risk.¿

GENERAL PROVISIONS

SECTION 601. EFFECTIVE MEDICATION
GUIDES.—

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary
of the Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices shall request that national organizations
representing health care professionals, consumer
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organizations, voluntary health agencies, the
pharmaceutical industry, drug wholesalers, pa-
tient drug information database companies, and
other relevant parties collaborate to develop a
long-range comprehensive action plan to
achieve goals consistent with the goals of the
proposed rule of the Food and Drug Administra-
tion on ‘‘Prescription Drug Product Labeling:
Medication Guide Requirements’’ (60 Fed. Reg.
44182; relating to the provision of oral and writ-
ten prescription information to consumers).

(b) PLAN.—The plan described in subsection
(a) shall—

(1) identify the plan goals;
(2) assess the effectiveness of the current pri-

vate-sector approaches used to provide oral and
written prescription information to consumers;

(3) develop guidelines for providing effective
oral and written prescription information con-
sistent with the findings of any such assess-
ment;

(4) develop a mechanism to assess periodically
the quality of the oral and written prescription
information and the frequency with which the
information is provided to consumers; and

(5) provide for compliance with relevant State
board regulations.

(c) LIMITATION ON THE AUTHORITY OF THE SEC-
RETARY.—The Secretary of the Department of
Health and Human Services shall have no au-
thority to implement the proposed rule described
in subsection (a), or to develop any similar regu-
lation, policy statement, or other guideline
specifying a uniform content or format for writ-
ten information voluntarily provided to consum-
ers about prescription drugs if, not later than
120 days after the date of enactment of this Act,
the national organizations described in sub-
section (a) develop and begin to implement a
comprehensive, long-range action plan (as de-
scribed in subsection (a)) regarding the provi-
sion of oral and written prescription informa-
tion.

(d) SECRETARY REVIEW.—Not later than Janu-
ary 1, 2001, the Secretary of the Department of
Health and Human Services shall review the
status of private-sector initiatives designed to
achieve the goals of the plan described in sub-
section (a), and if such goals are not achieved,
the limitation in subsection (c) shall not apply,
and the Secretary shall seek public comment on
other initiatives that may be carried out to meet
such goals. The Secretary shall not delegate
such review authority to the Commissioner of
the Food and Drug Administration.

SEC. 602. Section 3 of the Saccharin Study
and Labeling Act (21 U.S.C 348 nt.) is amend-
ed by striking out ‘‘May 1, 1997’’ and insert-
ing in lieu thereof ‘‘May 1, ø2002¿ 1998’’.

SEC. 603. AMENDMENTS TO THE FEDERAL FOOD,
DRUG, AND COSMETIC ACT.—

(a) IMPORTS FOR EXPORT.—Section 801(d)(3) of
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘accessory of a device which is
ready’’ and inserting ‘‘accessory of a device, or
other article of device requiring further process-
ing, which is ready’’;

(2) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘is in-
tended to be’’ and inserting ‘‘is intended to be
further processed by the initial owner or con-
signee, or’’; and

(3) in subparagraph (C)—
(A) by striking ‘‘part,’’ and inserting ‘‘part,

article,’’; and
(B) by striking ‘‘incorporated’’ and inserting

‘‘incorporated or further processed’’.
(b) LABELING OF EXPORTED DRUGS.—Section

801(f) of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic
Act is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘If a drug’’
and inserting ‘‘If a drug (other than insulin, an
antibiotic drug, an animal drug, or a drug ex-
ported under section 802)’’; and

(2) in paragraph (2), by adding at the end the
following new sentence: ‘‘A drug exported under
section 802 is exempt from this section.’’.

(c) EXPORT OF CERTAIN UNAPPROVED DRUGS
AND DEVICES.—Section 802(f)(5) of the Federal

Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act is amended by
striking ‘‘if the drug or device is not labeled’’
and inserting ‘‘if the labeling of the drug or de-
vice is not’’.

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

For plans, construction, repair, improve-
ment, extension, alteration, and purchase of
fixed equipment or facilities of or used by
the Food and Drug Administration, where
not otherwise provided, $21,350,000, to remain
available until expended (7 U.S.C. 2209b).

RENTAL PAYMENTS (FDA)

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For payment of space rental and related
costs pursuant to Public Law 92–313 for pro-
grams and activities of the Food and Drug
Administration which are included in this
Act, $46,294,000: Provided, That in the event
the Food and Drug Administration should re-
quire modification of space needs, a share of
the salaries and expenses appropriation may
be transferred to this appropriation, or a
share of this appropriation may be trans-
ferred to the salaries and expenses appropria-
tion, but such transfers shall not exceed 5
percent of the funds made available for rent-
al payments (FDA) to or from this account.

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT SERVICE

PAYMENTS TO THE FARM CREDIT SYSTEM
FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE CORPORATION

For necessary payments to the Farm Cred-
it System Financial Assistance Corporation
by the Secretary of the Treasury, as author-
ized by section 6.28(c) of the Farm Credit Act
of 1971, as amended, for reimbursement of in-
terest expenses incurred by the Financial As-
sistance Corporation on obligations issued
through 1994, as authorized $10,290,000.

INDEPENDENT AGENCIES

COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING COMMISSION

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of the Commodity Exchange Act,
as amended (7 U.S.C. 1 et seq.), including the
purchase and hire of passenger motor vehi-
cles; the rental of space (to include multiple
year leases) in the District of Columbia and
elsewhere; and not to exceed $25,000 for em-
ployment under 5 U.S.C. 3109; ø$55,101,000¿
$56,601,000, including not to exceed $1,000 for
official reception and representation ex-
penses: Provided, That the Commission is au-
thorized to charge reasonable fees to
attendees of Commission sponsored edu-
cational events and symposia to cover the
Commission’s costs of providing those events
and symposia, and notwithstanding 31 U.S.C.
3302, said fees shall be credited to this ac-
count, to be available without further appro-
priation.

øFARM CREDIT ADMINISTRATION

øLIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

øNot to exceed $37,478,000 (from assess-
ments collected from farm credit institu-
tions and from the Federal Agricultural
Mortgage Corporation) shall be obligated
during the current fiscal year for adminis-
trative expenses as authorized under 12
U.S.C. 2249.¿

TITLE VII—GENERAL PROVISIONS

SEC. 701. Within the unit limit of cost fixed
by law, appropriations and authorizations
made for the Department of Agriculture for
the fiscal year 1997 under this Act shall be
available for the purchase, in addition to
those specifically provided for, of not to ex-
ceed 667 passenger motor vehicles, of which
643 shall be for replacement only, and for the
hire of such vehicles.

SEC. 702. Funds in this Act available to the
Department of Agriculture shall be available
for uniforms or allowances therefor as au-
thorized by law (5 U.S.C. 5901–5902).

SEC. 703. Not less than $1,500,000 of the ap-
propriations of the Department of Agri-
culture in this Act for research and service
work authorized by the Acts of August 14,
1946, and July 28, 1954 (7 U.S.C. 427, 1621–1629),
and by chapter 63 of title 31, United States
Code, shall be available for contracting in
accordance with said Acts and chapter.

SEC. 704. The cumulative total of transfers
to the Working Capital Fund for the purpose
of accumulating growth capital for data
services and National Finance Center oper-
ations shall not exceed $2,000,000: Provided,
That no funds in this Act appropriated to an
agency of the Department shall be trans-
ferred to the Working Capital Fund without
the approval of the agency administrator.

SEC. 705. New obligational authority pro-
vided for the following appropriation items
in this Act shall remain available until ex-
pended (7 U.S.C. 2209b): Animal and Plant
Health Inspection Service, the contingency
fund to meet emergency conditions, fruit fly
program, and integrated systems acquisition
project; Farm Service Agency, salaries and
expenses funds made available to county
committees; and Foreign Agricultural Serv-
ice, middle-income country training pro-
gram.

New obligational authority for the boll
weevil program; up to 10 percent of the
screwworm program of the Animal and Plant
Health Inspection Service; øFood Safety and
Inspection Service, field automation and in-
formation management project;¿ funds ap-
propriated for rental payments; funds for the
Native American institutions endowment
fund in the Cooperative State Research, Edu-
cation, and Extension Service, and funds for
the competitive research grants (7 U.S.C.
450i(b)), shall remain available until ex-
pended.

SEC. 706. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall remain available for
obligation beyond the current fiscal year un-
less expressly so provided herein.

SEC. 707. Not to exceed $50,000 of the appro-
priations available to the Department of Ag-
riculture in this Act shall be available to
provide appropriate orientation and lan-
guage training pursuant to Public Law 94–
449.

SEC. 708. No funds appropriated by this Act
may be used to pay negotiated indirect cost
rates on cooperative agreements or similar
arrangements between the United States De-
partment of Agriculture and nonprofit insti-
tutions in excess of 10 percent of the total di-
rect cost of the agreement when the purpose
of such cooperative arrangements is to carry
out programs of mutual interest between the
two parties. This does not preclude appro-
priate payment of indirect costs on grants
and contracts with such institutions when
such indirect costs are computed on a simi-
lar basis for all agencies for which appropria-
tions are provided in this Act.

SEC. 709. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this Act, commodities acquired by
the Department in connection with Commod-
ity Credit Corporation and section 32 price
support operations may be used, as author-
ized by law (15 U.S.C. 714c and 7 U.S.C. 612c),
to provide commodities to individuals in
cases of hardship as determined by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture.

SEC. 710. None of the funds in this Act shall
be available to reimburse the General Serv-
ices Administration for payment of space
rental and related costs in excess of the
amounts specified in this Act; nor shall this
or any other provision of law require a re-
duction in the level of rental space or serv-
ices below that of fiscal year 1996 or prohibit
an expansion of rental space or services with
the use of funds otherwise appropriated in
this Act. Further, no agency of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, from funds otherwise
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available, shall reimburse the General Serv-
ices Administration for payment of space
rental and related costs provided to such
agency at a percentage rate which is greater
than is available in the case of funds appro-
priated in this Act.

SEC. 711. None of the funds in this Act shall
be available to restrict the authority of the
Commodity Credit Corporation to lease
space for its own use or to lease space on be-
half of other agencies of the Department of
Agriculture when such space will be jointly
occupied.

SEC. 712. With the exception of grants
awarded under the Small Business Innova-
tion Development Act of 1982, Public Law 97–
219, as amended (15 U.S.C. 638), none of the
funds in this Act shall be available to pay in-
direct costs on research grants awarded com-
petitively by the Cooperative State Re-
search, Education, and Extension Service
that exceed 14 percent of total Federal funds
provided under each award.

SEC. 713. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sions of this Act, all loan levels provided in
this Act shall be considered estimates, not
limitations.

SEC. 714. Appropriations to the Department
of Agriculture for the cost of direct and
guaranteed loans made available in fiscal
year 1997 shall remain available until ex-
pended to cover obligations made in fiscal
year 1997 for the following accounts: the
rural development loan fund program ac-
count; the Rural Telephone Bank program
account; the rural electrification and tele-
communications loans program account; and
the rural economic development loans pro-
gram account.

SEC. 715. Such sums as may be necessary
for fiscal year 1997 pay raises for programs
funded by this Act shall be absorbed within
the levels appropriated in this Act.

SEC. 716. (a) COMPLIANCE WITH BUY AMER-
ICAN ACT.—None of the funds made available
in this Act may be expended by an entity un-
less the entity agrees that in expending the
funds the entity will comply with sections 2
through 4 of the Act of March 3, 1933 (41
U.S.C. 10a–10c; popularly known as the ‘‘Buy
American Act’’).

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS; REQUIREMENT RE-
GARDING NOTICE.—

(1) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIPMENT
AND PRODUCTS.—In the case of any equipment
or product that may be authorized to be pur-
chased with financial assistance provided
using funds made available in this Act, it is
the sense of the Congress that entities re-
ceiving the assistance should, in expending
the assistance, purchase only American-
made equipment and products.

(2) NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE.—
In providing financial assistance using funds
made available in this Act, the head of each
Federal agency shall provide to each recipi-
ent of the assistance a notice describing the
statement made in paragraph (1) by the Con-
gress.

(c) PROHIBITION OF CONTRACTS WITH PER-
SONS FALSELY LABELING PRODUCTS AS MADE
IN AMERICA.—If it has been finally deter-
mined by a court or Federal agency that any
person intentionally affixed a label bearing a
‘‘Made in America’’ inscription, or any in-
scription with the same meaning, to any
product sold in or shipped to the United
States that is not made in the United States,
the person shall be ineligible to receive any
contract or subcontract made with funds
made available in this Act, pursuant to the
debarment, suspension, and ineligibility pro-
cedures described in sections 9.400 through
9.409 of title 48, Code of Federal Regulations.

SEC. 717. Notwithstanding the Federal
Grant and Cooperative Agreement Act, mar-
keting services of the Agricultural Market-
ing Service and the Animal and Plant Health

Inspection Service may use cooperative
agreements to reflect a relationship between
Agricultural Marketing Service or the Ani-
mal and Plant Health Inspection Service and
a State or Cooperator to carry out agricul-
tural marketing programs or to carry out
programs to protect the Nation’s animal and
plant resources.

SEC. 718. None of the funds in this Act may
be used to retire more than 5% of the Class
A stock of the Rural Telephone Bank or to
maintain any account or subaccount within
the accounting records of the Rural Tele-
phone Bank the creation of which has not
specifically been authorized by statute: Pro-
vided, That notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, none of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available in this Act may be
used to transfer to the Treasury or to the Fed-
eral Financing Bank any unobligated balance
of the Rural Telephone Bank telephone liq-
uidating account which is in excess of current
requirements and such balance shall receive in-
terest as set forth for financial accounts in sec-
tion 505(c) of the Federal Credit Reform Act of
1990.

SEC. 719. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act may be
used to provide food stamp benefits to house-
holds whose benefits are calculated using a
standard deduction greater than the stand-
ard deduction in effect for fiscal year 1995.

SEC. 720. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to provide assistance
to, or to pay the salaries of personnel who
carry out a market promotion/market access
program pursuant to section 203 of the Agri-
cultural Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5623) that
provides assistance to the U.S. Mink Export
Development Council or any mink industry
trade association.

SEC. 721. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act shall
be used to enroll in excess of 130,000 acres in
the fiscal year 1997 wetlands reserve pro-
gram, as authorized by 16 U.S.C. 3837.

SEC. 722. Of the funds made available by
this Act, not more than $1,000,000 shall be
used to cover necessary expenses of activi-
ties related to all advisory committees, pan-
els, commissions, and task forces of the De-
partment of Agriculture except for panels
used to comply with negotiated rule makings
and panels used to evaluate competitively
awarded grants.

SEC. 723. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act shall
be used to pay the salaries and expenses of
personnel who carry out an export enhance-
ment program if the aggregate amount of
funds and/or commodities under such pro-
gram exceeds $100,000,000.

øSEC. 724. None of the funds appropriated
or otherwise made available by this Act shall
be used to pay the salaries and expenses of
personnel who carry out a farmland protec-
tion program in excess of $2,000,000 author-
ized by section 388 of Public Law 104–127.

øSEC. 725. None of the funds appropriated
or otherwise made available by this Act shall
be used to pay the salaries and expenses of
personnel who carry out a wildlife habitat
incentives program authorized by section 387
of Public Law 104–127.

øSEC. 726. None of the funds appropriated
or otherwise made available by this Act shall
be used to pay the salaries and expenses of
personnel who carry out a conservation farm
option program in excess of $2,000,000 author-
ized by section 335 of Public Law 104–127.¿

SEC. 727. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to pay the salaries
of employees of the Department of Agri-
culture who make payments pursuant to a
production flexibility contract entered into
under section 111 of the Federal Agriculture
Improvement and Reform Act of 1996 (Public
Law 104–127; 7 U.S.C. 7211) when it is made

known to the Federal official having author-
ity to obligate or expend such funds that the
land covered by that production flexibility
contract is not being øused for the produc-
tion of an agricultural commodity¿ or is not
devoted to a conserving use, unless it is also
made known to that Federal official that the
lack of agricultural production or the lack of
a conserving use is a consequence of drought,
flood, or other natural disaster¿ used for an
agricultural or related activity, including con-
serving use, as determined by the Secretary.

SEC. 728. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act shall
be used to extend any existing or expiring
contract in the Conservation Reserve Pro-
gram authorized by 16 U.S.C. 3831–3845.

øSEC. 729. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to maintain the
price of raw cane sugar (as reported for an
appropriate preceding month for applicable
sugar futures contracts of the Coffee, Sugar,
and Cocoa Exchange, New York) at more
than 1171⁄2 percent of the statutory loan rate
under section 158 of the Federal Agriculture
Improvement and Reform Act (title 1 of Pub-
lic Law 104–127).¿

SEC. 730. None of the funds appropriated in
this Act may be used to carry out the provi-
sions of section 918 of Public Law 104–127, the
Federal Agriculture Improvement and Re-
form Act.

øSEC. 731. (a) IN GENERAL.—Any owner on
the date of enactment of this Act of the
right to market a nonsteroidal anti-inflam-
matory drug that—

ø(1) contains a patented active agent;
ø(2) has been reviewed by the Federal Food

and Drug Administration for a period of
more than 96 months as a new drug applica-
tion; and

ø(3) was approved as safe and effective by
the Federal Food and Drug Administration
on January 31, 1991, shall be entitled, for the
2-year period beginning on February 28, 1997,
to exclude others from making, using, offer-
ing for sale, selling, or importing into the
United States such active agent, in accord-
ance with section 154(a)(1) of title 35, United
States Code.

ø(b) INFRINGEMENT.—Section 271 of title 35,
United States Code shall apply to the in-
fringement of the entitlement provide under
subsection (a).

ø(c) NOTIFICATION.—Not later than 30 days
after the date of the enactment of this sec-
tion, any owner granted an entitlement
under subsection (a) shall notify the Com-
missioner of Patents and Trademarks and
the Secretary for Health and Human Serv-
ices of such entitlement. Not later than 7
days after the receipt of such notice, the
Commission and the Secretary shall publish
an appropriate notice of the receipt of such
notice.¿

SEC. 732. øFunds¿ Hereafter, funds appro-
priated to the Department of Agriculture
may be used for incidental expenses such as
transportation, uniforms, lodging, and sub-
sistence for volunteers serving under the au-
thority of 7 U.S.C. 2272, when such volunteers
are engaged in the work of the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture; and for promotional
items of nominal value relating to the U.S.
Department of Agriculture Volunteer Pro-
grams.

øSEC. 733. It is the sense of Congress that,
not later than the date of the enactment of
this Act, the Secretary of Agriculture
should—

ø(1) release a detailed plan for compensat-
ing wheat farmers and handlers adversely af-
fected by the karnal bunt quarantine in Riv-
erside and Imperial Counties of California,
which should include—

ø(A) an explanation of the factors to be
used to determine the compensation amount
for wheat farmers and handlers, including
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how contract and spot market prices will be
handled; and

ø(B) compensation for farmers who have
crops positive for karnal bunt and compensa-
tion for farmers who have crops which are
negative for karnal bunt, but which cannot
go to market due to the lack of Department
action on matching restrictions on the nega-
tive wheat with the latest risk assessments;
and

ø(2) review the risk assessments developed
by the University of California at Riverside
and submit a report to Congress describing
how these risk assessments will impact the
Department of Agriculture policy on the
quarantine area for the 1997 wheat crop.¿

SEC. 734. Not to exceed 10 percent of the
amounts appropriated or otherwise made avail-
able by this Act for the Rural Housing Assist-
ance Program, the Rural Business-Cooperative
Assistance Program, and the Rural Utilities As-
sistance Program may be transferred between
these programs for authorized purposes.

SEC. 735. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available to the Department of
Agriculture by this Act may be used to detail or
assign an individual from an agency or office
funded in this Act to any other agency or office
for more than 60 days, unless the Secretary pro-
vides notification to the House and Senate Com-
mittees on Appropriations that an employee de-
tail or assignment in excess of 60 days is re-
quired.

SEC. 736. Section 747(e) of the Federal Agri-
culture Improvement and Reform Act of 1996 is
amended by inserting, ‘‘effective October 1,
1996’’ following ‘‘The Secretary shall make
grants’’ in Section 747(e)(2).

SEC. 737. LABELING OF RAW POULTRY PROD-
UCTS.—

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, none of the funds appropriated
or otherwise made available by this Act may be
used to implement or enforce the final rule relat-
ed to the labeling of raw poultry products pro-
mulgated by the Food Safety and Inspection
Service on August 25, 1995 (60 Fed. Reg. 44395),
and the final rule shall not be effective during
fiscal year 1997.

(b) FINAL RULE.—Not later than 90 days after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary
of Agriculture shall issue a revised final rule re-
lated to the labeling of raw poultry products
that—

(1) maintains the standard that the term
‘‘fresh’’ may be used only for raw poultry prod-
ucts the internal core temperature of which has
not fallen below 26° Fahrenheit;

(2) deletes the requirement that poultry prod-
ucts the internal core temperature of which has
ever been less than 26° Fahrenheit, but more
than 0° Fahrenheit, be labeled as ‘‘hard chilled’’
or ‘‘previously hard chilled’’, except that—

(A) the products shall be prohibited under the
rule from being labeled as ‘‘fresh’’ but shall not
be required to bear any specific alternative la-
beling; and

(B) nothing in this section shall be interpreted
as modifying the requirements for labeling of all
poultry products the internal core temperature
of which has ever fallen to 0° Fahrenheit as
‘‘frozen’’;

(3) provides for a tolerance from the 26° Fahr-
enheit standard established by the rule of—

(A) 1° Fahrenheit for poultry products within
an official processing establishment;

(B) 2° Fahrenheit for poultry products in com-
merce;

(4) exempts from temperature testing wings,
tenders, hearts, livers, gizzards, necks, and
products that undergo special processing, such
as sliced poultry products; and

(5) in all other terms and conditions (includ-
ing the period of time permitted for implementa-
tion) is substantively identical to the rule re-
ferred to in subsection (a).

(c) REVISED LABELING STANDARDS.—Not later
than 60 days after the issuance of a revised

final rule under subsection (b), the Secretary of
Agriculture, acting through the Administrator
of the Food Safety and Inspection Service, shall
issue a compliance directive for the enforcement
of the revised labeling standards established by
the rule, including standards for—

(1) temperature testing that are based on
measurements at the center of the deepest mus-
cle; and

(2) sampling methods that ensure that the av-
erage of individual temperatures within poultry
product lots of each specific product type (such
as whole birds, whole muscle leg products, and
whole muscle breast products) meet the stand-
ards.

(d) SEVERABILITY.—If any provision of this
section or the application thereof to any person
or circumstance is held invalid, the validity of
the remainder of this section and of the applica-
tion of the provision to any other persons or cir-
cumstances shall not be affected.

SEC. 738. Section 7 of the Food Stamp Act of
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2016) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

‘‘(j) ELECTRONIC BENEFIT TRANSFERS.—
‘‘(1) DEFINITION OF ELECTRONIC BENEFIT

TRANSFER SYSTEM.—In this subsection, the term
‘electronic benefit transfer system’ means a sys-
tem under which a governmental entity distrib-
utes benefits pursuant to this Act by establish-
ing an account that may be accessed electroni-
cally by a recipient of the benefits or payments.

‘‘(2) APPLICABLE LAW.—Disclosures, protec-
tions, responsibilities, and remedies established
by the Federal Reserve Board under section 904
of the Electronic Fund Transfer Act (15 U.S.C.
1692b) shall not apply to benefits under this Act
delivered through any electronic benefit transfer
system.

‘‘(3) REPLACEMENT OF BENEFITS.—Regulations
issued by the Secretary regarding the replace-
ment of benefits and liability for replacement of
benefits under an electronic benefit transfer sys-
tem shall be similar to the regulations in effect
for a paper-based food stamp issuance system.’’.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to present to the Senate today
the bill making appropriations for the
Department of Agriculture and related
agencies for the fiscal year 1997. This
bill provides funding for all of the ac-
tivities under the jurisdiction of the
Department of Agriculture, except for
the U.S. Forest Service. It also funds
the activities of the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration, the Commodity Futures
Trading Commission, and pays for ex-
penses and payments of the Farm Cred-
it System.

This bill recommends total new budg-
et authority of $54.3 billion. This is $9
billion less than the 1996 enacted level
for these programs and these activities.
It is $4 billion less than the President’s
fiscal year 1997 budget request. It is
$1.2 billion more than the level rec-
ommended by the House.

Over 76 percent of the total to be
spent under this bill will go for funding
of the Nation’s domestic food assist-
ance programs. That represents $40.5
billion of this $54.3 billion bill. This is
up from 63 percent of the total funding
in the bill in 1996. These programs in-
clude food stamps, the national school
lunch and elderly feeding programs,
and the supplemental feeding program
for women, infants and children.

The bill recommends total discre-
tionary spending of $13.118 billion in
budget authority and $13.409 billion in
outlays for fiscal year 1997. These
amounts are consistent with the allo-

cation the subcommittee has received
under the Budget Act.

Senators should also be aware these
allocations are approximately $510 mil-
lion in budget authority and $440 mil-
lion in outlays less than what would be
required under a freeze. The suggestion
this year, for those who are following
the budget debate, was that spending
under the discretionary programs of
the Federal Government ought to be
held level with last year’s spending.
That was the goal, that was the objec-
tive. This bill meets that target and
then some. There is actually a reduc-
tion in spending from the freeze level
in this bill as compared with last
year’s or the current fiscal year’s budg-
et and appropriations levels.

We do have some parts of this bill
where spending is increased. Among
the discretionary spending increases
recommended are an additional $12.8
million to continue the efforts of the
Food Safety and Inspection Service to
ensure the safety of our Nation’s food
supply. The level recommended for the
Food Safety and Inspection Service is
adequate to maintain the current in-
spection system and to provide the
needed investments required to imple-
ment the new hazard analysis and crit-
ical control point meat and poultry in-
spection system. We are hopeful that
by bringing this new system online we
can take advantage of new tech-
nologies, new scientific advances, in
the detection of those contaminants in
the food supply that we would not be
able to detect otherwise, and we will
help ensure that we are doing every-
thing that possibly can be done to safe-
guard the food supply and the consum-
ers of food in America from harm and
ill health.

In order to implement the system,
the bill provides funding to fill all in-
spector vacancies, funding to train in-
spectors in the new inspection system,
and funding for the annualization of
fiscal year 1996 pay raises and antici-
pated 1997 pay raises. This dem-
onstrates the high priority this com-
mittee places on the safety of our Na-
tion’s meat and poultry and our com-
mitment to ensure that American con-
sumers continue to have the safest food
in the world.

Another area of emphasis in this bill
is agriculture research. The bill pro-
vides $1.1 billion for funding of agri-
culture research. This is approximately
$7.3 million below the level requested
by the administration, but it is $25 mil-
lion above the House-recommended
level. Included in this amount is $52
million for food safety research. The
committee has provided the full in-
crease of $7.5 million requested for food
safety research.

For extension activities, the bill rec-
ommends $431 million, which is $3.3
million above the fiscal year 1996 level.
The Smith–Lever and Hatch Act for-
mula funding are continued at 1996 lev-
els. The increase recommended for ex-
tension activities will provide first-
time funding for institutional capacity
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grants and extension work at the 29
tribally controlled colleges, or 1994 In-
stitutions.

Farm credit programs are funded by
the bill, which provides $3.1 billion in
loan levels for the coming fiscal year.
This is an increase of $65 million over
the House-recommended level.

The bill also recognizes that effi-
ciencies can be gained through the con-
solidation of programs to improve their
efficiency in terms of administrative
costs and paperwork and the like. So
the bill consolidates funding for 14
rural development grant and loan pro-
grams into a rural community invest-
ment program. It is divided into three
subprograms: housing, business cooper-
ative assistance, and rural utilities as-
sistance. The 1996 appropriations act
created the first of these consolida-
tions for rural utilities. The funding
levels provided for all three of the pro-
grams were equal to the comparable
levels requested in the budget.

On an aggregate basis, the funding
levels in the bill represent an increase
of $231 million more than the House-
passed bill. The bill funds, as I men-
tioned before, the Commodity Futures
Trading Commission and the Food and
Drug Administration. We are trying to
provide levels of funding that will en-
able these two agencies to do the job
they are required to do by law and that
will enable them to discharge their re-
sponsibilities under the law.

The bill also carries a provision to
ensure the continuation of WIC Pro-
gram funding and Food Stamp Act
funding, as well. The bill includes a
provision to amend the Food Stamp
Act, to exclude electronic benefit
transfer systems for the delivery of
food stamp benefits from the Federal
Reserve Board’s ‘‘Regulation E.’’

There are other provisions of the bill
that seek to deal with challenges in the
food service area, and we hope Senators
will find that we have demonstrated a
sensitivity to the needs of those who
cannot adequately provide for their
own nutrition needs and need Govern-
ment help to do it. But we also reflect
in this bill changes and reforms that
have been made by law to try to ensure
that there is a sense of personal re-
sponsibility for one to take care of
himself and his family, and that also is
reflected in this legislation.

Senators may remember that, last
year, when this bill was on the floor,
there was a big debate over a regula-
tion being proposed by the administra-
tion—the Food Safety and Inspection
Service, specifically—dealing with
when poultry products could be labeled
as ‘‘fresh’’ or ‘‘frozen.’’ Well, I am
happy to report to the Senate that a
compromise has been reached among
those who were directly interested in
the debate last year, so that the defini-
tion of the term ‘‘fresh,’’ as used in la-
beling of raw poultry products, is re-
flected and included in this legislation.
We hope that resolves the issue. Of
course, the administration still has dif-
ferences of opinion about it, and those

may be heard at some point in the de-
bate.

We think this is a responsible way of
resolving that issue. There are other
provisions related to legislative
changes the House recommended that
we deleted. The House rewrote some
provisions that were included in the
farm bill, and we did not go along with
those House provisions. So Senators
will notice that we do not provide a cap
on the price of raw sugarcane, for ex-
ample. We do not approve a provision
relating to planting requirements
under the farm bill that would be re-
quired to meet eligibility standards for
a market transition payment. We re-
vised that to make it consistent with
the language of the law, the farm bill
that was passed by both Houses and
signed by the President. So we do not
try to go in and rewrite the farm bill in
this bill. We urge Senators not to try
to do that with amendments.

Only 24 percent of the total funding
recommended by this bill is discre-
tionary. These have been difficult chal-
lenges for the committee to resolve,
trying to determine how to allocate
scarce funds that are made available to
this subcommittee under the budget
resolution. We hope Senators will agree
that we have undertaken this and pre-
sented a bill that is done in a fair way,
so that those essential activities in the
Department of Agriculture that are au-
thorized and required by law are fund-
ed. But we have tried to be responsible,
and we hope Senators agree that we
have. These are recommendations that
we make to the Senate, which we hope
will be approved.

Let me say that this bill could not
have been written without the excel-
lent cooperation and dedicated and in-
telligent assistance of the distin-
guished Senator from Arkansas, the
ranking Democrat on the subcommit-
tee. He has served as chairman of this
subcommittee in the past, and it has
been a pleasure to work with him and
the members of his staff in the develop-
ment of this bill.

We had hearings all through the ear-
lier parts of this year. We heard from
all of the agencies and departments,
whose budgets were reviewed by our
subcommittee very carefully. We have
considered the suggestions of others
outside of the Congress, who have opin-
ions to be expressed on these subjects.
So we have tried to consider all of the
relevant evidence and facts that ought
to be considered before presenting this
bill to the Senate. We hope the Senate
will approve it, and we recommend
that it be adopted.

We know that Senators may have
amendments. If they do have amend-
ments, we will be glad to debate them.
Let me repeat the suggestion of the
majority leader when he was asking
consent to go to this bill today. We
hope to complete action on this bill
today. That means that all amend-
ments that are going to be offered
should be offered today and debated
today. We will reserve any votes on

those amendments, and any vote on
final passage, until tomorrow. We ap-
preciate the cooperation of Senators
that will enable us to accomplish that
goal.

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arkansas.
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, par-

liamentary inquiry. Has there been a
unanimous-consent agreement entered
that we would start back-to-back votes
on welfare bill amendments in the
morning?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. At 9
o’clock, yes, that is correct.

Mr. BUMPERS. Does the consent
agreement continue on what we will do
after those votes and final passage on
the welfare bill?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is reminded that it is at 9:30 that
we vote and 9 o’clock that we meet.
After getting rid of the list of votes, we
will resume consideration of the agri-
culture bill.

Mr. BUMPERS. That is the reason I
was asking. I hope we do not have to
resume. I hope we can finish the bill
this afternoon and this evening.

I am pleased to join my very able col-
league, Senator COCHRAN, in bringing
to the Senate floor the fiscal year 1997
appropriations bill for Agriculture,
rural development, the Food and Drug
Administration, and related agencies.
This bill, reported by the Senate Com-
mittee on Appropriations, provides
$54.276 billion in total obligational au-
thority for the coming year. That is
$1.224 billion more than the House pro-
vided and $4 billion below the Presi-
dent’s request. It is within the sub-
committee’s 602(b) allocation. This bill
is nearly $10 billion below the amount
under which we are operating this
year, 1996. That will be $10 billion less
than in 1997. The subcommittee’s dis-
cretionary allocation has again been
reduced this year from $13.31 billion in
budget authority for 1996 to $12.102 bil-
lion for 1997. That is a reduction in dis-
cretionary spending of $529 million dol-
lars. Unfortunately, we have received
an increase of $300 million-plus in our
allocation, which gets us a little closer
to last year’s level, but still the bot-
tom line is that we have less to spend
again this year.

Mr. President, in all of my years on
this subcommittee, the Agriculture
Subcommittee, this year has been the
most difficult. That causes me to,
again, congratulate Senator COCHRAN
for his leadership in working through
these very difficult problems and
crafting a bill to meets the expecta-
tions of most Senators. It meets the
hard-pressed needs of rural America
and, also, America’s dependence on a
safe supply of food and drugs.

There are still plenty of unmet needs
in rural America, but, given the con-
straints under which we are operating,
this is an excellent bill.

One item in the bill is very impor-
tant to all of us, and it is greatly im-
proved over last year’s funding level.
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The Water and Sewer Program in the
U.S. Department of Agriculture, in my
opinion, is just about the very best in-
vestment we make. It improves the
quality of life for all people when they
have pure water and sewer systems
that are safe. Last year, these pro-
grams were severely underfunded. But
this year, Senator COCHRAN has been
able to provide an increase that almost
brings us to our budget request. That is
an admirable achievement.

Let me digress to point out that peo-
ple who travel around the world find
that there are very few countries that
you can visit where you can turn on
the tap water and feel relatively safe in
drinking it. As a matter of fact, I can
only think of one or two right now
where you can do that. The people who
live in and near Washington, DC, have
just recently found that not only hap-
pens in other countries but it happens
right here in the United States in some
of the major metropolitan areas.

In other areas, this bill provides level
funding for the WIC Program—women,
infants and children. Historically, this
program has witnessed annual in-
creases in funding that have actually
exceeded the caseload. So we have been
carrying over money in the WIC Pro-
gram. This program has accumulated,
and it has reduced the pressure on us to
continue increasing the amount of
money every year. Even considering
the general budget constraints, we are
within reach of full funding for WIC, a
goal which I believe is shared by every
Member of the U.S. Senate.

As WIC administrators work this
coming year to provide nutritional as-
sistance to women, infants, and chil-
dren, I hope that next year we will fi-
nally reach the goal of full funding and
the more important goal of full partici-
pation.

Last year, Congress passed and sent
to the President a new farm bill. This
year, when the bill was considered by
the House, a number of provisions were
included to change some of the under-
lying philosophy of the farm bill. I did
not vote for the farm bill. I did not like
it, and I still do not like it. But that is
beside the point at this stage of the
game.

Contracts that farmers all across
America thought would guarantee
them payments for 7 years were being
reduced by the House Appropriations
Committee even before the farmers got
their first payment. Regardless of my
views of the so-called freedom to farm
payments, we need to remember that
farmers are now in the middle of their
growing season. Their investments are
on the line, and they deserve to know
what to expect and that the rules are
not going to be changed in the middle
of the game. The chairman has already
alluded to the fact that he hopes Sen-
ators will not try to redebate that bill.
In the bill before us, we have taken
great pains not to amend the basic ra-
tionale for last year’s farm bill.

There is one major concern I have
that deserves mention. When the Presi-

dent’s budget was presented to this
subcommittee, loan authority assump-
tions were much too high to be met
considering the small subsidy provided.
Mr. President, let me just explain that.

Every loan program is scored by OMB
and the Congressional Budget Office as
to how much money you have to as-
sume you are going to lose. If you are
going to loan $1 million, you have to
put some amount in there for what the
banks would call reserve for loan
losses. That is called the subsidy rate.
The subsidy rate in this bill as pro-
vided by the administration, in my
opinion, is much too small to fund the
authority of loans set out in all of
these different Federal programs. In
my opinion, we are not going to be able
to loan as much unless we have a sup-
plemental appropriation sometime
next spring to raise that subsidy level.

We are including in the managers’
package an amendment that will allow
the Secretary to transfer excess WIC
funds to meet the needs of loan pro-
grams such as those tied to water and
sewer programs in rural housing.

Mr. President, before anybody thinks
that is cruel and taking money from
women, infants and children to fund a
subsidy rate for water and sewer pro-
grams, bear in mind that this is money
not used by WIC. This is similar to an
amendment I offered last year that
provided an additional $36 million in
the Water and Sewer Program with no
detrimental effect to the WIC partici-
pation. This amendment will help, but
it probably will not provide enough ad-
ditional budget authority to achieve
full program levels. That is the reason
I mention additions to the subsidy in
some supplemental appropriations next
spring.

I hope in future budget submissions,
the administration will take greater
care to make sure that rising interest
rates or other economic conditions do
not provide falsely optimistic assump-
tions of what may be the reality on the
first day of the following fiscal year.

I also want to mention an issue
which I raised during subcommittee
consideration of this bill related to an
FDA proposal to require certain label-
ing requirements for prescription
drugs—the so-called med-guide rule.

Let me digress just a moment to say
that—this is a little personal—I re-
cently had an illness. I went to the
drugstore to get four different medica-
tions. I have studiously avoided taking
aspirin all of my life. I hate medicine.
I do not like to take it. But in this case
it was required. For the first time in
my life, the pharmacist with each of
the four prescriptions handed me a
rather detailed description of the medi-
cine—what it was designed to do, con-
traindications to look for, any reac-
tions that you might have. I read it
very carefully. It is the first time I had
ever gotten anything like that.

As it turned out, I was allergic to one
of the drugs, which caused me to have
a fever, a rash, and I had to quit taking
it. But the informational sheet that

the pharmacist gave me had pointed
out that that very thing might happen.

That is good information. It is the in-
formation that the pharmaceutical-
buying public is entitled to. I under-
stand—and I agree with the concerns of
the Food and Drug Administration—
that consumers need to be provided
with this information.

As I pointed out, some pharmacies
are already doing it on a voluntary
basis. Of course, they are getting their
information from the pharmaceutical
manufacturers of those drugs. But all
pharmacies are not doing this now. In
some cases, the information is not to-
tally accurate or complete.

So in the full committee, I offered re-
port language that will help relieve
some of the concerns that Commis-
sioner Kessler expressed to me about
the statutory language contained in
this bill. I understand the House has
similar language but of a nature more
to the liking of the commission. In my
report, language is designed to give
FDA assurances that the information
to be provided to consumers will be ap-
propriately crafted and higher rates of
participation by pharmacies will be ob-
tained.

Mr. President, that concludes my re-
marks. Again, I want to congratulate
my good friend and colleague, Senator
COCHRAN and his able staff in drafting
the bill now before us.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Mississippi.
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I

thank the distinguished Senator from
Arkansas for his kind remarks and
again repeat my expression of appre-
ciation for his hard work and his good
assistance in the preparation of this
legislation.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the committee amendments
which are at the desk to H.R. 3603 be
considered and agreed to en bloc; that
no points of order be waived thereon;
that the measure, as amended, be con-
sidered as original text for the purpose
of further amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The committee amendments were
agreed to.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I know
that some Senators are considering
amendments. One Senator has just
come to the floor—Senator GREGG of
New Hampshire—who wanted to give
the Senate notice that he intended to
offer an amendment on a subject.
Maybe, if he can tell us when he wants
to do that, we can reach some agree-
ment as to the time. I know there are
a couple of other Senators who have
asked that they be permitted to offer
amendments early in the consideration
of the bill. Senator MCCAIN is one, and
there may be others.

So we are ready to accept the sugges-
tions of Senators for changes in the
bill. I would be happy to yield to my



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES8438 July 22, 1996
friend from New Hampshire if he would
like to respond to my inquiry.

Mr. GREGG. I am happy to respond
to the inquiry of the Senator from Mis-
sissippi. I would like to offer my
amendment when it is convenient to
the Senator from Mississippi.

I ask if he would ask unanimous con-
sent that no second-degree amend-
ments be offered to my amendment.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I can
say that we have gotten notice—and
maybe the Senator from Arkansas has
heard of this—from one Senator on this
side of the aisle who asked that no
unanimous-consent agreement be made
on any amendment relating to the
issue of sugar.

Having heard that—I do not know
whether the Senator has heard that or
not—I do not know of any objection to
any agreements on this side of the aisle
on that subject. We have not heard of
any. My thought would be if the Sen-
ator has an amendment to simply go
ahead and offer it and let us see what
happens. If Senators want to debate it,
they can come and debate it.

Mr. GREGG. In a prior discussion
with the Senator from Mississippi, it
was my understanding this was going
to be subject to a time limitation of 40
minutes.

Mr. COCHRAN. I have no objection to
that. I have heard there may be an ob-
jection on the other side of the aisle.
There is no objection on this side.

Mr. BUMPERS. There will be an ob-
jection, I say to the Senator from Mis-
sissippi, on this side.

Mr. GREGG. I guess if I had known
that I would not have foreclosed my
rights on other parts of this bill.

Mr. COCHRAN. The Senator has all
of his rights. There are no rights of his
whatsoever that have been extin-
guished in any way or diminished in
any way.

Mr. GREGG. There are a few that
have been extinguished and dimin-
ished, I point out to the Senator, in al-
lowing——

Mr. COCHRAN. The committee
amendments to be adopted.

Mr. GREGG. The committee amend-
ments to go forward. It was my under-
standing that committee amendments
would go forward because I was going
to be given a specific time and time
limit. That does not appear to be the
case. I find that to be inconsistent with
the understanding I had. And I guess I
just have to accept the fact things hap-
pen that way around here.

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arkansas.
Mr. BUMPERS. If I may just in a

general colloquy with the distinguished
chairman of the committee say that
normally when we have a series of
amendments to be offered on a bill like
this, we sort of go back and forth be-
tween the Democratic side and the Re-
publican side. I would suggest that
that is fine if you have the Republicans
and Democrats waiting to offer amend-
ments, but that very seldom happens

on this bill. And if there are three Re-
publicans and no Democrats in the
Chamber waiting to offer amendments,
then I suggest we take them and not
sit around waiting for somebody on the
other side to come and offer amend-
ments in order to accommodate a pro-
tocol we have used in the past.

Would the Senator agree with that?
Mr. COCHRAN. I certainly agree with

the Senator. We want to complete ac-
tion on all the amendments. The ma-
jority leader wanted to have votes on
whatever amendments have to be voted
on tomorrow and final passage tomor-
row. To do that we are going to have to
move along because I have seen a list
of amendments that we have heard
may be offered, and there are some 20
on that list. So in order to expedite the
handling of those amendments, I agree
with the Senator that we should move
along. We would like for Senators to
come now to the floor and start offer-
ing these amendments so we could dis-
pose of them.

Mr. BUMPERS. I noticed that the
Senator and I each have an amendment
which I think have been agreed to. The
Senator has one to provide for elec-
tronic warehouse receipts, is that cor-
rect? Could we dispose of that one now?

Mr. COCHRAN. Senator PRESSLER
was going to offer that. We could offer
it for him, but if he wants to be here
and offer that amendment, we will give
him an opportunity to do so.

Mr. BUMPERS. All right.
Mr. COCHRAN. Maybe we will let

him know he should come and offer
that amendment if it is convenient at
this time for him. We are actually
waiting on some language before we
could offer that. The Senator could go
ahead and proceed to offer his amend-
ment, if he would like.

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arkansas.
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, we are

scratching through here trying to find
this amendment. Until we can find it,
let me suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislate bill clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 4958

(Purpose: To transfer $50,000 from CSREES
research and education to extension activi-
ties)
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I send

an amendment to the desk and I ask
that it be reported.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. COCH-

RAN] proposes an amendment numbered 4958.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
On page 12, line 25, strike ‘‘$46,068,000’’ and

insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$46,018,000’’.
On page 14, line 10, strike ‘‘$418,358,000’’ and

insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$418,308,000’’.
On page 17, line 8, strike ‘‘$11,331,000’’ and

insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$11,381,000’’.
On page 17, line 8, strike ‘‘$431,072,000’’ and

insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$431,122,000’’.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, this
amendment would reduce the total rec-
ommended for special research grants
under research and education activities
of the Cooperative State Research,
Education, and Extension Service by
$50,000 and increase the amount rec-
ommended for Federal administration
under extension activities of the serv-
ice by the same amount.

The amendment would affect only
funds recommended for research and
extension work in Mississippi. It would
create a new grant under Federal ad-
ministration for an extension specialist
in Mississippi of $50,000 to cover an un-
funded requirement which was just
brought to my attention. To offset this
additional funding, the amount rec-
ommended for aquaculture research in
Mississippi would be reduced from the
$642,000 to $592,000, eliminating the ad-
ditional funds recommended to enable
the National Center for Physical
Acoustics to provide additional support
to the National Warmwater Aqua-
culture Center.

Mr. President, we have shown this
amendment to the other side, and we
understand there is no objection.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, that
amendment is acceptable to this side.
Has it been agreed to?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It has
not been agreed to.

Is there further debate? If not, the
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 4958) was agreed
to.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. BUMPERS. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, since it
is 3 o’clock, this being the time I was
advised to bring this amendment to the
floor and at that time there was to be
a time agreement, which appears now
will not occur, I thought I would dis-
cuss my amendment and point out
some of the problems with the sugar
program and then make a decision
later on as to whether or not I will
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offer it in this context or not. But es-
sentially what this amendment deals
with is the sugar program.

For those who may be following this
debate in some other venue other than
this floor, because I know everybody
who is a Member of the Senate under-
stands the sugar program, the sugar
program is the last vestige of gross cor-
porate welfare in the farm community.

In the farm bill that was just re-
cently passed, there was a major initia-
tive undertaken to try to put the farm
community generally on a more mar-
ket-oriented approach, although some
arguments might claim it is even less
market oriented. At least it was an at-
tempt to have some forces brought to
bear on what farmers would plant, how
much they would plant of a certain
commodity which would be something
other than a decision made by a Gov-
ernment leader. It would be the mar-
ketplace.

However, there still exists this sugar
program which has just the opposite
approach toward financing and growing
and creating of sugar in this country.
The sugar program, as it is basically
structured today, is a classic, what can
best be defined as a Marxist system of
economics. Essentially, the Govern-
ment sets a price for a commodity
which far exceeds what the market-
place would set for that commodity
were the marketplace allowed to work
in its ordinary fashion, and then it re-
quires the consumer to pay that price
no matter what the consumer’s inter-
est may be. As a result, the growers of
that product grow it, make a great deal
of money and have no relationship be-
tween what they grow and what the
market wants or what they grow and
what the market wishes to pay. It is a
classic definition of Marxism.

In fact, this program is so outrageous
that it costs the American consumer
approximately $1.4 billion a year of
subsidies to a very small cadre of very
influential sugar growers. In fact, I
think the number I saw was something
like less than 70 sugar growers obtain-
ing a huge percentage of the income
from this program.

This subsidy is a function of the fact
that it costs about 23 cents a pound for
sugar in the United States, whereas on
the world market, it costs about 13
cents a pound for sugar. Think about
that for a minute. It is hard to believe
that an American product would cost
American consumers twice what the
world market is. You might expect
that in the old Soviet Union. You
might even expect it in Cuba today.
But in the United States, for somebody
to be paying twice the cost of a product
that is paid by people in other coun-
tries for that same product when that
product is fully fungible around the
world is incomprehensible. It just runs
against the whole concept of a market
economy, of an American system, what
the United States theoretically stands
for in the international community,
what we stood for years against the So-
viet system and what has theoreti-

cally, at least, won the debate of inter-
national economics—something called
market forces.

If a commodity costs 10 cents or 13
cents in Brazil, or let’s take a more in-
dustrialized state—although Brazil is a
very industrialized state—say, Spain,
Japan, or France, and that commodity,
that item you want to buy costs 13
cents, in this case that is called a
pound of sugar—if you wanted to make
some chocolate chip cookies maybe or
a cake—and in the United States, it
costs 23 cents, you would say, ‘‘Well,
that can’t be, that can’t be. Why would
that be?’’

Why, in a country that professes a
free-market approach to economics, an
international world free market, would
one commodity that we grow in the
United States that is grown around the
world and moves from country to coun-
try with fair ease, why would that com-
modity cost 10 cents more in the Unit-
ed States per pound than it does in
some other reasonably industrialized
nation?

The reason is because the influence
of the people who make all the money
on this product is so great that they
are able to set up a system which bene-
fits a few at the cost of many. It is
pretty much the last surviving system
of this type of productivity in our
country in the farm program area.
There is still some of this, obviously,
in the peanut area, and to a slighter
degree, you can argue in the dairy
area, but a much slighter degree. But
clearly, sugar is unique in having this
level of perversion of the marketplace
for the benefit of a few at the expense
of the many, at the rather significant
expense, $1.4 billion of expense.

You might think that people who
would be getting a $1.4 billion extra
price for their product beyond what the
market usually bears or would reason-
ably bear, would think that they were
satisfied, but that is not the case here.
I suppose greed feeds on greed, and it is
inevitable, if you have proven that you
can be really greedy and successful,
you can get even greedier.

So this group of great troughers—by
troughers, I mean porker, corporate
pork—this group of magnificent
troughers—these folks would win just
about any contest at any country fair
in the pork-producing category—de-
cided that not only do they have to
have a price that is almost twice the
world price for the product, which the
American consumer has to pay, they do
not even want to have to pay off—when
they borrow from the Federal Govern-
ment to produce that product, should
they by some unbelievable process lose
money, they do not even want to pay it
off.

Not only do they want a product that
is priced at twice what it is worth, but
should they actually lose money pro-
ducing a product that is priced twice
what it is worth—it is hard to believe
they might lose money—but should
they lose money, they do not even
want to have to pay it off. They have

something called the Nonrecourse Loan
Program. This is almost beyond belief.
It is so egregious in its attack on all
sensibility relative to the market-
place—a nonrecourse loan.

If you are a student in the United
States and you find yourself going to a
school that costs you more than you
can afford to pay from the summer job
you have been working for the last 5 or
6 years, and it costs more than your
parents can afford to pay because they
cannot simply scrape together enough,
because a college education has become
so expensive, if you are a student and
you borrow $1,500, $2,000 from the Fed-
eral Government, and you cannot pay
it back, does the Federal Government
say, ‘‘That’s OK, forget it, you don’t
have to worry about it’’? No. The Fed-
eral Government requires you to pay it
back. We do not do a very good job of
collecting it. I admit that. We have to
change our collection system. But to
those people who are honest and sin-
cere—that is the majority of our Amer-
ican students—they have to pay their
loans back.

But not the sugar industry. No. The
sugar industry, after ripping the Amer-
ican public off, after the $1.4 billion a
year, after being the biggest porkers in
America, they do not even want to pay
back their loans.

If you are a veteran, and you get a
VA loan, have served this country—
maybe you have even given blood for
this country, maybe you are even a
wounded veteran—and you get a VA
loan, and you find that you cannot pay
that loan back, does the American
Government say, ‘‘OK. OK. Forget it.
We won’t collect that debt’’? No. It
does not. It duns your VA benefits,
probably garnishes them, takes them
as payment even though you may not
be able to afford it because you may
have other expenses at that time.

But do we say that to the sugar pro-
ducers in this country? No. We do not.
To the sugar producers, we say, be-
cause they have the power to demand
it, ‘‘If you don’t want to pay your loans
back, tens of millions of dollars of
loans back, it’s OK. Forget it. That’s
all right. The American taxpayers are
already paying $1.4 billion to your in-
dustry. Why not pay a little bit more
through a nonrecourse-loan process?’’

If you happen to be a homeowner who
borrows money through the HUD pro-
gram, and you have your first home,
and something goes wrong with your
family finances, and the Government
comes in and takes your home—which
might be similar to a recourse loan—
does the Government stop there, to the
nonrecourse loan? No. It does not. No.
It does not. If there is a debt above the
obligation that is available through
the repossession of your home, the
Government has the right—may not
exercise it—but it has the right to col-
lect that extra debt from your wages.

So if you own a home, and through
some real tragedy or some unfortunate
situation your home is taken from you
as a result of your not being able to
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pay back that debt—and it is a Govern-
ment loan—the Government has the
right to sell the home, and to the ex-
tent that the price of that home, as
sold, does not cover the cost of your
loan, and you personally are liable, you
personally, you, John or Mary Jones,
working down at the pizza store or
working on an assembly line in Detroit
or working at a computer shop in New
Hampshire, you are personally liable
for that loan.

Is the sugar producer—even though
his or her company may have borrowed
millions of dollars—are they liable for
that loan? No. They are not. No. They
are not. It really is hard to believe that
that would be the case in this econ-
omy, in this structure we would have
that sort of situation. But that is the
way it is. That is the way it is struc-
tured, as unbelievable as it may seem.

I guess it survives because of the fact
that it has what is known as logrolling.
‘‘You scratch my back; I’ll scratch
your back.’’ There are enough people
producing this product in the country,
although many of them are not very
large compared to the big guys, that
they all feel they have to protect the
program and, therefore, everybody
helps everybody else out. But it is pret-
ty hard to defend this program under
any sort of—you do not have to look
through a magnifying glass to defend
this, to look at this program, and see it
is an outrage. You can take this glass
of water, and put this on top of the pro-
gram, and you would see that this pro-
gram is just an unbelievable outrage on
the body politic of the American
consumer, and $1.4 billion a year in the
process.

Nonrecourse loans. Just imagine it.
If you are a student you have to pay
your loan back. If you are a home-
owner, you have to pay your loan back.
If you are a veteran who served this
country, you have to pay your loan
back. Even if it is only $1,000, you have
to pay it back.

If you are a sugar grower, processor,
you do not have to pay it back. You do
not have to pay it back. That is after
you made the price of the product
twice what it is worth. Pretty out-
rageous. ‘‘Sweetheart deal’’ I think is
the term that most appropriately
comes to mind. Corporate pork would
be an understatement.

There is some logic, I suppose, to say
that small farmers need to be pro-
tected. Maybe you will hear small
farmer stories. Well, maybe small
farmers do need to be protected. And to
the extent we have good stories about
small farmers, I suspect there will be
some nice sad stories told. But the fact
is that the amendment I am going to
offer is not going to affect any small
farmers. It is going to affect farmers of
over $10 million in sales. And that is
not a small farm. This is not a small
farm in New England, not small any-
place. And $10 million is a good many
sales. So small farm stories are not ap-
plicable to this issue at this time, al-
though certainly they will be raised.

This issue, the issue of the sugar pro-
gram, has been brought up on a number
of occasions in this body. It has always
been defeated. Any attempt to address
the sugar program has been defeated. It
was defeated last year even in the
midst of major rewriting of the farm
programs generally, as I mentioned
earlier. Defeated a couple of years ago.
It has always lost, but usually the
amendments have been directed at sub-
stantive reform of the pricing mecha-
nism. You know, this fact that you, the
consumers, are paying 23 cents for a
pound of sugar when your neighbors,
maybe relatives in Canada, are paying
13 cents.

So that has been the usual target of
the amendments. That has been sound-
ly defeated because the influences I
mentioned of so many different groups
growing this product around the coun-
try is so pervasive. So my amend-
ment—which the recourse issue does
not take on that core issue of pricing
policy, although pricing policy cer-
tainly should be addressed. And I would
be happy to do it if I thought I had a
chance of being successful. But I know
I do not. My amendment takes on the
issue of recourse.

As a practical matter nobody in this
body should object to this, because, as
I mentioned, the price of the product
has been made so high that how can
you object to the concept of having to
pay back your loans when you are al-
ready getting such a huge subsidized
price? Then if you compare the fact
that you are requiring people to pay
back their loans who are fairly large
businesses—$10 million in sales—well,
that is not too outrageous, not too out-
rageous, to require them to pay back
their loans.

So I am talking about really a pe-
ripheral amendment here. I have to
admit to that. I wish it was more at
the heart of the sugar program. I wish
it went to the pricing mechanism. But
you know, I accept reality. I cannot
win that one. I got 35 votes last year,
probably about the same this year. So
what this amendment does—I hope my
fellow Members of the Senate will take
a look at it who voted against affecting
the pricing mechanism. It does not ad-
dress that. So all the sugar beet grow-
ers and all the sugarcane growers are
still going to get their 23 cents a pound
out of the American consumer. They
are going to get their pound of sugar
out of the American consumer.

What they should not get, however, is
this nonrecourse treatment that we do
not give to students, we do not give to
homeowners, we do not give to veter-
ans. I mean, let us have some decency
around here. Let us admit that we will
let them go to the trough and maybe
eat everything in it, but let us not let
them eat the trough, too. It is getting
a little outrageous.

So that is the purpose of this amend-
ment. And I regret that the context of
offering this amendment puts me in a
difficult position, because I understand
that I am not going to be protected on

second-degrees, and I understand I am
not going to be protected on time. I
will say this, however, that I do think
this is an important issue to vote on,
that we will vote on this issue, I hope,
before we complete this bill. I have no
desire to delay this bill.

I know the Senator from Mississippi
and the Senator from Arkansas have
worked hard to move this bill quickly,
and they have done a superb job of get-
ting it out of committee. On the gen-
eral farm programs, they have done an
extraordinary job of funding those in, I
think, a responsible way. This pro-
gram, really, is independent of that ef-
fort. They have done an excellent job
on this bill. I do not want to delay it.
I want the bill to get through as soon
as it can.

I do think this has to be voted on. I
hope when I send this amendment to
the desk, it will not be subject to a sec-
ond-degree amendment. It can be
couched in a variety of terms, so obvi-
ously we can return to this issue if it
is, ad nauseam.

AMENDMENT NO. 4959

(Purpose: To prohibit the use of funds to
make loans to large processors of sugar-
cane and sugar beets unless the loans re-
quire the processors to repay the full
amount of the loans, plus interest)
Mr. GREGG. I send the amendment

to the desk.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will report.
The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.

GREGG] proposes an amendment numbered
4959.

At the end of the bill, add the following:
SEC. . REPAYMENT OF CERTAIN SUGAR LOANS.

None of the funds appropriated or other-
wise made available by this Act may be used
to make a loan to a processor of sugarcane
or sugar beets, or both, who has an annual
revenue that exceeds $10 million, unless the
terms of the loan require the processor to
repay the full amount of the loan, plus inter-
est.

Mr. GREGG. I thank the clerk for
reading the amendment. I did want the
whole amendment read so it would be
understood. It is an amendment which
on its face says, as I stated, if some-
body is going to borrow from the Fed-
eral Government, even when they are
getting twice the price for their prod-
uct they should be getting, if somebody
is going to borrow from the Federal
Government, they ought to pay the
Federal Government back.

Now, some will claim they can take
the sugar and then the Federal Govern-
ment can sell the sugar. That is true,
but if there is a difference, the Federal
Government eats the difference. There
is no reason the Federal Government
should be put at that risk. They are
not put at risk for students, veterans
or homeowners, so we should not be put
at that risk for sugar growers simply
because they have the capacity to pro-
tect themselves in the legislative arena
better than students, homeowners or
veterans.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a

sufficient second?
There is now a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I was

listening attentively to the Senator de-
scribe his amendment dealing with the
issue of sugar. He finished by talking
about sugar growers. Of course, the
Senator understands that no one grows
sugar; they grow sugar beets, to be
sure, and the beets are processed into
sugar.

The issue as presented by my col-
league is an interesting issue and an
important issue. This morning in
North Dakota and elsewhere in the
country, some folks got up and ate
breakfast early. These were families
with a full day’s work to do. They need
to keep their machinery in order, tend
to their land, look over their sugar
beet crops. Farmers work pretty hard.
They invest a fair amount of money
into a farmstead and try to make a liv-
ing.

One of the circumstances we find in
the farm programs is that there are dif-
ficult times for people who are out
there living. There are difficult times
for those trying to make a living be-
cause there is so much uncertainty.
You can plant, and in no time at all
through a whole series of things over
which you have no control, you see ev-
erything gone. Acts of nature, a whole
range of circumstances can conspire to
wipe you out completely and quickly.

For that reason, the Federal Govern-
ment has had a farm program. The
Federal Government has said we be-
lieve there ought to be a network of
family farmers in this country who
have an opportunity to make it. So for
a whole series of farmers raising crops,
we have tried to create a safety net.

Now, within that farm program is a
sugar program. The sugar program
tries to provide a safety net for those
folks, particularly in my part of the
country, who raise sugar beets. As I lis-
ten to this debate, it is interesting how
this issue is described because the de-
scription is so at odds with what the
reality is.

I hear people stand on the floor of the
Senate and talk about 10 cents being
the world price for sugar. Well, that is
not a legitimate free-market price for
sugar. That is the dump price for
sugar. People who study this issue un-
derstand that most sugar is traded
country to country through long-term
contracts. Only the residual sugar pro-
duced over that is dumped on the open
market, at dump prices, dirt-cheap
prices, and then some people say that
is the true market price. Nonsense.
That is not the true market price. It
has nothing to do with a true free mar-
ket price. It is a dump price for resid-
ual sugar supplies above that which is
needed and above that which is traded
country to country.

In this country, we have developed a
program that provides loans. Those
loans, through the Commodity Credit
Corporation, cannot be made directly

to sugar cane and sugar beet growers
because sugarcane and sugar beets are
not storable commodities. So the loans
are made to the raw cane farmers and
the beet sugar processors. I must point
out, in North Dakota, those processors
are by and large cooperatives. Those
cooperatives are owned by the growers.
The growers are the farmers.

The fact is I am proud of what has
happened under this sugar program. I
am proud because we have a cir-
cumstance where one part of this farm
program, at least, works well and
works to provide some stability in
price to the beet growers—yes, in
North Dakota and other parts of the
country.

Now, that stability has given them
an opportunity to make a living out
there on the land. This is not, as some
would suggest, some giant giveaway
program. It is not a program that will
require people at the grocery store to
pay an extraordinarily high price for
sugar. That is not what the program is
about.

This program happens to be one of
the programs that I think is good for
both the producer and the consumer. It
is especially good for those consumers
who care about whether producers are
able to live on a family farm, who un-
derstand that this matters to our coun-
try. I think it does matter to our coun-
try. It is good not only for those objec-
tives, but it is also good for the general
consumer.

You go back some years and evaluate
what happened in this country when we
had a shortage of sugar, and sugar
prices jumped up, skyrocketed at the
grocery store counter. Then there was
a lot of concern about what this meant
to the consumer. Well, the consumer,
then, had to pay more for sugar be-
cause we had uncertain supplies, unsta-
ble supplies.

What the sugar program has done is
merge two different approaches. One
side of the approach says that we will
try to provide something that gives
some price stability to those who raise
beets. The other side of the approach
says that we are going to provide an
advantage to the consumer who will
have price stability on the grocery
store shelf.

Is that price stability higher than it
might be if, during years of world sur-
pluses, we could have accessed the
cheapest possible dump price for sugar?
Sure. But is that price lower than it
would be in times of shortage because
we have a more stable capability in
this country of providing for those
needs? Yes. My point is this kind of
program advantages both the producer,
the family farmer being the producer,
and also the consumer.

We have fought this battle before. We
have had those persons who feel strong-
ly about it come to the floor and say
this is a program completely without
merit. They say that it is a program
that ought to be abolished, and they
have tried to abolish it in a dozen dif-
ferent ways.

I must admit this amendment is a
crafty technique, I say to my col-
league, to try to essentially obliterate
the sugar program. However, Congress
has reviewed this and Congress has said
this program makes sense. This pro-
gram is not costing the taxpayers
money. It is a program that has
worked well. It is a program that has
achieved its objectives of trying to pro-
vide some stability and some help for
the family farmers out there, who in
my part of the country raise sugar
beets. It is a program also that has the
ancillary benefits of helping the con-
sumers in this country with some price
stability.

Let me mention one other thing. As
all of us know, in this debate there are
competing forces. There is a force out
there in our country—maybe I should
not name it—that uses a great deal of
sugar. The companies that make candy
bars and other things use a great
amount of sugar, and they very much
want to see the dump price of sugar
prevail for a while in this country as
the U.S. price. I understand that. I sup-
pose if that were my business, I would
be arguing for the same thing. But that
happens to be, in my judgment, a self-
ish position, looking after only their
own interests.

But there are other considerations.
The Senate and the House have gone
through this and debated to try to de-
termine where the reconciliation is
here. We have tried to discover how we
do this the right way, and is there a
need to provide some stability in the
price of these commodities. Is there a
reason to give a hard working family
farmer an opportunity to take advan-
tage of that stability? The answer has
been yes. Do we want that level of sta-
bility to be something that is so artifi-
cially high that it injures others that
are involved in other businesses? The
answer to that is no. That is what the
compromise has been.

This compromise has been worked
and reworked. I must say that I com-
pliment the Senator from Mississippi,
Senator COCHRAN, and so many others.
Let me compliment someone who is
leaving this Congress—Congressman
KIKA DE LA GARZA. This is his last year
in Congress. But those who understand
the sugar program, especially in mod-
ern days, and its genesis, understand
that KIKA DE LA GARZA has played a
large role in shaping it. Republicans
and Democrats have thought this
through to determine what is the best
public policy here. They have, I think,
come to a reasonable position of sup-
porting the provisions that are now in
law, provisions that I think make sense
for this country.

On a broader question, one can al-
ways, it seems to me, on almost every
issue, come to the floor of the Senate
and argue some kind of global con-
struct that persuades us that there is a
cheaper price somewhere. You can al-
ways find a price or position, in some
nook or cranny of the economy, that
you can access and that somehow



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES8442 July 22, 1996
would be beneficial for the country. I
do not think that is what we are
searching for. I think what we are
searching for is public policy, espe-
cially in the area of commodities, that
represents this country’s interests.

Part of this country’s interests lie in
trying to maintain a network of family
farms in our country. I am proud to
tell you that at least North Dakota,
one of the most agricultural States,
has a network of family farms. The Red
River Valley contains a network of
those family farms that are trying to
raise sugar beets. They have come to-
gether in cooperatives that process the
sugar beets and have been quite suc-
cessful. I commend them for it. I only
wish that our farm programs for other
commodities were as successful as this
program is.

It seems to me that it ill-behooves
this Congress to take a look at what
works and take that apart and stop it,
as opposed to evaluating what does not
work and seeing if we cannot fix it. It
really does not serve our interests to
start deciding that those things that
do function well are things that we
ought to try to mess up in one way or
the other.

So I very much admire the Senator
who is the author of this amendment.
We have worked together on many
things, and will again, but he is dead
wrong, in my judgment, on the sugar
program. It is not new to him. He has
been dead wrong on it for some long
while. I know he feels strongly about
it. We have a fundamental disagree-
ment. I do hope that the Senate recog-
nizes the balance that has been struck.
I think it is good for producers and
good for consumers.

It is a balance that augurs for this
kind of a program to try to help family
farmers in our country. I hope the Sen-
ate will, at the appropriate time, reject
the amendment offered by Senator
GREGG.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. CRAIG addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Idaho.
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I come to

the floor this afternoon, once again, to
find myself in opposition to my col-
league from New Hampshire on an
issue that we both feel very strongly
about. So for the next few moments let
me say to my colleague from New
Hampshire that while I disagree with
him on this issue—and we very clearly
disagree—we remain good friends and
working partners on a lot of other is-
sues. I must look at his amendment
and what he has said about his amend-
ment in relation to the sugar program
in the new farm bill and take issue
with it on an item-by-item basis, as I
think is necessary. It is important for
the record, so that the facts of this
issue come forward.

Mr. President, when I first came to
Congress in 1980, I came from a farming
and ranching background, and for the
1980’s, I remained actively involved
with my family in farming and ranch-

ing. But I must say that my family
never was involved in raising program
crops. So I, frankly, did not know a lot
about farm programs. I did not know a
great deal about farm programs and
program crops. It was not until I be-
came a Congressman, representing the
First Congressional District of Idaho,
that I found it necessary to look at
these programs on a program-by-pro-
gram basis, Mr. President, and try to
understand what they were all about.

My colleague from New Hampshire
and I are pretty much alike. We are fis-
cal conservatives. We tend to be free
marketers. And so when I began to
look at the sugar program, I saw some-
thing that I had heretofore not under-
stood. One of the first things I found
out about it was that no check went to
the farmer. The farmer, whether he be
a cane grower or a sugar beet raiser,
never received a check from the Fed-
eral Government. They received their
payment from the sugar processor, who
they were contracted with to raise the
beets, or to raise the cane. So there
was no, if you will, direct subsidy to
the farmer, direct check to the farmer,
as is true in other program crops.

One of the reasons this program had
been developed, in a way, in that na-
ture was because both the plant itself,
the sugar beet, and the beet itself, in
storage, are quite perishable. Because
it was a nonrecourse loan program, it
would not have been wise for the Fed-
eral Government, in this instance, to
produce a loan when there was no col-
lateral. And so as a method of even
marketing into the system, it became
the sugar processor who was the indi-
vidual who took loans out from the
Government inside a Government pro-
gram, a sugar program, and they used,
as collateral, refined sugar. So there
was no direct payment to the farmer.

So the Senator from New Hampshire
is wrong today. We will not hear a
story about the plight of the small
farmer. The small farmer, in this case
the sugar beet raiser, whether it is in
North Dakota or whether it is in Idaho,
does not receive a check from the Fed-
eral Government. They receive a stable
price for their product from a refiner
that is engaged in a nonrecourse loan
program with the Federal Government,
which allows that refiner to market
sugar into the market in a stable way.

So I am sorry that I will disappoint
my colleague from New Hampshire. No
story about the plight of the small
farmer. Although I am very much con-
cerned about the small farmer, I will
tell my colleague from New Hampshire,
with the hundreds of thousands of
acres of sugar beets in Idaho, it is a
good and profitable crop. One of the
reasons it is is not because they get a
check from the Government, but be-
cause the industry, through the pro-
gram, is allowed to develop a loan rela-
tionship with the Federal Government,
which creates stability in the market-
place. Therefore, it affords a stable
price for the crop, and that creates sta-
bility at the farm itself. That is a point

that I think is very important to re-
member.

So, in essence, the amendment that
my colleague from New Hampshire is
offering today, which is a cap, if you
will—or it says loans are limited to
those under $10 million—there is not a
refiner in the market that grosses less
than $10 million. So the amendment,
for all intents and purposes, destroys
the sugar program as we know it.

The second point, this is not just a
refinement of the existing program.
This is a killer amendment of a pro-
gram that we spent over 12 months ne-
gotiating about with the industry and
the growers associations. The reason
we did that is because I, along with my
colleague from New Hampshire, said it
was time to reform the farm bill and
get Government out of agriculture as
much as we could. As a result of that,
we put major reforms into the sugar
program.

Mr. DORGAN. Will the Senator yield
for a moment on that point?

Mr. CRAIG. Yes.
Mr. DORGAN. The Senator talked

about family farmers. I want to try to
understand the point he made.

The point, as I understand it, is not
that this does not help family farmers.
This ultimately does help family farm-
ers. But it helps family farmers
through price stability—not a Govern-
ment check. I think that is the point
the Senator from Idaho was making.

The reason I asked the question is
that I was making the point that this
matters to a lot of family farmers. It
matters because if you destroy this
program you destroy their price stabil-
ity; and, frankly, a lot of them will not
be farming anymore. But this is not a
Government check to those farmers. As
the Senator from Idaho properly said,
it helps the processors to provide price
stability for farmers, which is exactly
what makes this a successful program
and one that does not cost the tax-
payers’ money.

I appreciate very much the Senator
yielding.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, so the
point I think that my colleague and I
are trying to make here is that, if
there is a role for Government in agri-
culture—I think there is one, and I
think it ought to be a very limited
one—I see it in one of two or three
areas. That is not to directly prop up
or to subsidize a producer who has to
produce to a market but allowing Gov-
ernment to help facilitate at no cost to
the taxpayers anomalies within a mar-
ket environment that only the Govern-
ment can maybe help in because of
their scope and their size, or in an in-
stance where there is direct competi-
tion from foreign markets in which
cheap product is produced either be-
cause of ‘‘near slave labor’’ or because
of subsidized Government programs in
other producing areas of the world
than the necessity of a relationship
there where our Government can facili-
tate without it being a cost to the tax-
payer.
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In all of those instances the sugar

program meets those tests. In the area
of trade, where you have real political
consideration and political powers
vying against each other that distort
the marketplace, I believe our Govern-
ment can be a facilitator to production
agriculture, and it works in this in-
stance. And it works so to create sta-
bility in the marketplace. When you
create stability in the marketplace you
benefit the small farmer producer, and
you do in real terms because you do
not have the kind of gyrations in the
market where one year wheat is worth
a great deal of money and the next
year you ought to plow it under be-
cause it is worth no money. That is the
kind of instability we saw in the sugar
pProgram in the late 1970’s and the
early 1980’s.

Those are some of the issues and
items that I learned, Mr. President,
when I got here as a freshman Con-
gressman and I knew very little about
sugar. I also learned something else:
That when we began to make reforms
in the program starting back in 1980
when we found out that we could not
operate under the kind of program we
were living under, and because of the
boom and bust in the marketplace,
with the tremendous influence of
dumping raw cheap foreign sugar on
our market we came back to a Govern-
ment program, or at least a program
where the Government became a par-
ticipant to facilitate.

When we did that we said something
very important. We said that this
ought not be a subsidy—that it ought
to be no net cost to the taxpayer.

Since 1980 my colleague from New
Hampshire knows as well as I do that
this has been a no net cost to the tax-
payer because that is what the law
says. And in that context, while I was
listening to my colleague a few mo-
ments ago, I became frustrated when
he began to insinuate that this was
costing the taxpayer money—or that in
fact it was costing the Government
money—that is a nonrecourse loan if
defaulted upon costs the taxpayer
money.

Two years ago, when we did have
some default because the loans were
collateralized on refined sugar, the
Government took the sugar, sold it,
and made money—no net cost. Tech-
nically inside the law my colleague
from New Hampshire, the Senator from
New Hampshire, is right. From a tech-
nical point of view he is absolutely
right—that, if the price of refined
sugar had dropped dramatically, there
might be a loss. But the law says no
net cost to taxpayers.

As a result of that we have put the
loan rate at a rate to cover those mar-
gins, and it has no cost. He used an ex-
ample of the veterans; the homeowner.
I must tell my colleague from New
Hampshire, my Senator friend, that he
knows this—that when the Government
loans money on a house they have the
house as collateral. And if the person
who borrows walks away from the

house—and that happens—the Govern-
ment has the house and they sell the
house. They have the sugar and they
sell the sugar.

He used student loans. Student loans
are the only area where Government
loans do not have collateral. Many stu-
dents have walked away from their
loans and the taxpayers had to eat
them. That was increasingly so until
the Senator from New Hampshire and I
came in the early 1980’s and said, ‘‘No.
You can’t do that kind of thing any-
more. If we are going to loan money to
students they have to pay it back.’’
That became an increasing prerequisite
of student loans throughout the 1980’s
and into the 1990’s as we increasingly
provided more money in the student
loan program.

So if you loan money to a GI, in
many instances on education, that is
an outright gift. If you loan money to
a student, you hope they pay it back.
They are obligated to pay it back. If
they declare bankruptcy and walk
away from it, even though we put a no-
bankruptcy clause in, some of them do
not. Most of them do, thank goodness.
But if the Federal Government borrows
money on a house and the person walks
away from the house, they can follow
the person legally through the chan-
nels; and, if the person does not have
any money, the Government has the
house. That is the reality. We know
those things.

In a nonrecourse loan to the refiner
the Government has the sugar. The ex-
ample of default cannot be painted to
be dramatic because it hardly exists. It
rarely exists. Over the last 2 years it
has existed, and, when it did, the Gov-
ernment took the refined sugar, sold it,
and made a little money above and be-
yond their expenses.

Mr. President, if the Government can
operate a program like that that cre-
ates stability in the marketplace, that
keeps thousands of farmers producing,
that disallows the dumping of cheap
sugar in our market and does so in a
way that is of no net cost to the tax-
payer, I would say that is probably a
pretty good program. Maybe that is the
way Government ought to work in this
instance. It creates the kind of stabil-
ity we want.

The amendment that the Senator
from New Hampshire offers imposes an
eligibility test for participation in
what is now a new sugar program. For
over 12 months we worked at defining a
new program, and we put it in a 7-year
farm bill. Growers began to plant to
that farm bill this spring.

I would have hoped that my col-
league would have accepted those re-
forms. But I understand that he does
not. He wants the program eliminated.
That is his choice to offer on the floor
his amendment, and clearly he does
that because nobody in my opinion can
largely agree with his $10 million reve-
nue threshold to establish it. If a re-
fined cane miller or a sugar beet proc-
essor has annual revenue which exceeds
$10 million they are not eligible for the

program as written in the farm bill.
Currently all U.S. raw cane millers and
sugar beet processors have annual reve-
nues above $10 million. Thus, no do-
mestic produced sugar would be eligi-
ble for current loan programs if this
amendment were enacted. This amend-
ment will invalidate and render useless
the hard-fought reform that I have just
mentioned that won on this floor of the
Senate by 61 to 35 vote.

In the loan program, while I think I
have discussed that in a reasonably
thorough way, Mr. President, USDA
cannot make loans directly to the sug-
arcane or the sugar beet grower, as I
have mentioned.

The reason is that raw sugarcane and
beets are perishable, and although my
colleague did not specifically speak to
the collateralization of the loan, the
loans are collateralized by refined
sugar, and that is why the Government
has not lost any money on this, not
only by actual practice but by the law
itself.

The loan rate for raw cane sugar is 18
cents under the new program and has
been frozen at that level since 1985. The
farm bill makes that freeze level a per-
manent one. The current loan rate is
well below the domestic market price
of 22 cents. So you have that cushion of
protection between the 18 cents and the
22 cents.

USDA loans on sugar have consist-
ently been repaid, as I have mentioned,
with interest. It sounds as if our Gov-
ernment, in this instance, was a pretty
good banker. The sugar program has
been operated at no net cost. Mean-
while, U.S. consumers continue to buy
sugar at a price some 28 percent below
the average price in the rest of the
world’s developed countries.

For just a moment, Mr. President, let
me speak briefly again about the non-
recourse versus recourse loans that go
to the heart of the amendment of the
Senator from New Hampshire. Cur-
rently, all sugar loans, along with
wheat, cotton, rice, and corn, are non-
recourse loans. This means that the
only way to collect repayment of the
loan is to assume the collateral. Rath-
er than collect massive stocks, USDA
operates the program so that there are
no loan forfeitures or cost to the Gov-
ernment.

What the opponents suggest is that
this system be changed to basically a
recourse loan program and the $10 mil-
lion threshold. Under this system, the
Government could use any means nec-
essary to collect the value of a loan. No
other commodity has a recourse loan.

Those are some facts that I think are
extremely important as we deal with
this issue.

Mr. President, because we are now
just at the beginning of a new farm
bill, and while all of us spent nearly 2
years crafting this document—and the
Senator from New Hampshire was di-
rectly involved in trying to change it
with amendments in this Chamber,
which was certainly his right and his
prerogative, so he and I and everyone
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else have had a substantial part in
shaping the new farm policy, but we
did it. We put it in effect for 7 years. As
a result of that, scores of farm organi-
zations around the country have said
now it is time to leave it alone and let
it work for a while under the promises
that the Government collectively made
would be a part of the program.

The American Farm Bureau Federa-
tion, the American Sheep Industry, the
Society of Farm Managers and Rural
Appraisers, the Soybean Association,
National Association of Wheat Growers
and Barley Growers, the National Corn
Association, the National Cotton Coun-
cil, the National Council of Farm Co-
operatives, the National Sorghum Pro-
ducers, the National Milk Producers
Federation, the National Peanut Grow-
ers Association, the National Pork
Producers Association, and the Na-
tional Sugar Farmers and Processors,
all of them have basically said now
that you have crafted a farm bill, we
urge you to stay with it because this is
something you just do not change over-
night. Certainly in my State of Idaho,
the millions and millions of dollars of
investment it takes to farm and to
produce means that you do not quickly
change the program if you change it
overnight. Of course, the Congress has
the right to do that. But we understand
the importance of making sure that
the program is stable.

I hope I have portrayed my opinion of
the effects of this amendment by the
Senator from New Hampshire. If not, I
am sure he will correct me, and I will
stand corrected if I am wrong. But I
think it is important to remember that
this is a program that since the early
1980’s we have refined and shaped and
reshaped so that we create stability in
the market; that we offer a supply of
sugar which is substantially less expen-
sive than sugar and sweetener around
the world; that we are in compliance
with GATT, and as we move toward
that, one of the things which is clearly
understandable is that our level of par-
ticipation in the program reduces as
other governments around the world
subsidize, sugar levels reduce because
of the General Agreement on Tariffs
and Trade. All of that is part of how
our Government has worked, and I be-
lieve properly so, under the direction of
the Congress and under the new farm
bill that we have before us.

So I hope that my colleagues in re-
viewing this amendment will reject it.
I certainly do not plan to second degree
it, and I do not know of anyone else
who does. It is not my intention to
want to put cute words around it, to
try to hide the impact. I believe this
program is strong enough to stand on
its own, as it has in the past, as it did
by a 61 to 35 vote several months ago
on the floor of the Senate. And I hope
that Senators, in reviewing this, could
reject it out of hand and allow the pro-
gram, which we have effectively re-
fined and developed, to operate for a
period of time to see if we get the sav-
ings.

Let me also conclude by saying that
one of the things which is very impor-
tant to remember—and I am not sure
whether the Senator’s amendment
would therefore forfeit this figure—one
of the results of the program and the
no net cost to the taxpayer is the as-
sessments that are generated through
the new program that will produce
about $300 million in deficit reduction.

Now, if the Senator is still going to
say let us keep the assessments but let
us kill the program, then, in essence,
he has created a new tax on producers,
because we not only eliminated mar-
keting allotments, we implemented a
1-cent penalty effectively lowering
loan rates and we have an assessment
that will generate about $300 million in
deficit reduction to the Treasury over
the life of the program of 7 years. As a
result of that, we think we have put to-
gether a positive reform package not
only for the American taxpayer, but, in
this instance, for the producer-proc-
essor to create a stable market for the
commodity that they produce.

I yield back the time.
Mr. GREGG addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire.
Mr. GREGG. I certainly appreciate

the eloquence and the aggressiveness
and obviously the effectiveness of the
Senator from North Dakota and the
Senator from Idaho in defending the
sugar program as it impacts their
sugar beet growers who, in most in-
stances, I suspect—I suspect in all in-
stances—are very hard working, farm
community votes. However, the sugar
program itself is structured in a way
that it benefits a lot of major cor-
porate farm activity, and that farm ac-
tivity, as I mentioned before, is ex-
traordinarily expensive to the Amer-
ican consumer in an unfair and unjust
and unmarket-oriented way.

The argument on the other side ap-
pears to have fallen into a few cat-
egories. Let me try to respond to them
in some sort of argument.

The first argument is that this
amendment would eliminate the pro-
gram because any processor doing more
than $10 million in business would be
out of the program. No, that is not
true. I think that is simply not true. It
would say that any processor who gen-
erates more than $10 million in annual
sales would have to pay their loans
back—just like a student, just like a
veteran, just like a homeowner.

Now, there was some representation
that we do not collect veterans’ loans
and maybe they are an outright gift. I
do not think so. I think most veterans
pay back their loans, but if they are
not paid back, the Federal Government
has the right to go after them individ-
ually. The same thing of a student. If a
student does not pay back his or her
loan—it happens a lot, unfortunately—
the Federal Government has the right
to collect that. Of course, in the home-
owner’s situation, that is a
collateralized event. The Federal Gov-
ernment takes the home, sells the

home, but if there is a deficiency, in
other words, if there is a difference be-
tween what that home is sold for under
foreclosure and what the note is paid
out for and the note exceeded the fore-
closure price of the loan, the individual
remains personally responsible for that
amount.

What we are suggesting is that a $10
million processor as a consortium, as a
co-op or as a manufacturing coopera-
tion, the $10 million processor should
have to be liable also just like the stu-
dent is, just like the veteran is, just
like the homeowner is for that loan. So
the program is still very much avail-
able. It is available under approxi-
mately the same terms and conditions
relative to default and recovery that a
loan to a student is, that a loan to a
veteran is, and that a loan to a HUD re-
cipient of a home ownership loan is.
You have to pay the loan. You have to
pay back the Government. That is all
we are asking.

So the program is very much vibrant
and alive. To reflect the fact that there
is a sort of inherent contradiction in
this debate that I hear from the other
side, the position of the other side, on
the one hand, they are saying this pro-
posal, which is to allow people to bor-
row the money but to have to pay it
back, versus borrow the money and
then if they decide they do not want to
pay it back they can just turn over
their sugar to the Government—that
this proposal is going to have a disas-
trous, debilitating, totally scorched
earth effect on the farm program; and
then I heard that nobody has ever de-
faulted, or if there has been a default
they sold the collateral for more than
the loan was worth.

So why is this such a terrible event?
Why is it such a terrible event to make
it a matter of public policy that people
who borrow money from the Federal
Government should pay it back? I
guess it is a terrible event because it
happens to be perceived, I think, as a
threat to the sugar growers and the
sugar processors. They maybe see it as
a camel’s-nose-under-the-tent approach
to the issue of their $1.4 billion subsidy
which they are taking the American
consumer to the cleaners with.

But, as a practical matter, the debate
on the other side of this issue has de-
fended the position I have proposed in
this amendment, because they have
stated accurately that there have been
no defaults that would have created re-
course beyond the collateral, and,
therefore, why should it matter to the
industry if they find themselves sub-
ject to recourse loans? Especially when
you have an Agriculture Department
that is controlling the importation of
sugar so it keeps the price of sugar 4 to
5 cents above what the loan price is? I
mean, really. It is like going into a
blackjack game and saying, ‘‘You have
to deal me both an ace and a jack. If
you do not deal me the ace and the
jack, I am not going to play.’’

In this case we are going to give
them the ace and the jack, I guess. But
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it makes no sense, that if they should,
by some strange coincidence end up
losing, they should not at least expect
the Federal Government should be paid
back. It is hard to believe there is a
scenario where under the present sce-
nario they would lose. As long as the
Department of Agriculture is going to
keep the price 4 cents or 5 cents above
the loan price, how do you ever end up
with the collateral being less than the
loan? It is pretty hard to see that fact
pattern occurring.

But I am told this amendment dev-
astates the program. How does it dev-
astate a program when the defense of
the opposition has been that there has
never been a default, and when the
numbers, on their face, speak for them-
selves that if there were a default,
there would not be any recourse?

No, I do not think it devastates the
program. It does not affect the pro-
gram at all. That was my point when I
first started this. I said, ‘‘Gee, I would
really like to do something about this
program but I know I cannot win. But
let us at least get ourselves on some
sort of even keel relative to the Amer-
ican taxpayer and relative to fairness.
If we are going to say to the home-
owner and the student and the veteran
you have to pay your loans back, let us
say to the processor you have to pay
your loan back, too. That is the pur-
pose of this.’’

So I do not think there is any sub-
stance to that argument. I think the
substance of it was undermined by the
presentation of the defense. To the ef-
fect there was a substantive point
made in the opposition, it went to the
issue of this price stability, which was
specifically stated by the Senator from
North Dakota and clearly implied and
alluded to by the Senator from Idaho.

Essentially, the theme of that posi-
tion was that if you do not have price
stability in sugar, then you are going
to have up-and-down years, you are
going to have years when the price will
go down, when there is dumping, and
years when the price will go up. So the
idea is to have 23 cents or 22 cents all
the time for sugar, even though the
world market price is 13 cents. Granted
that may be a dump price, for all I
know. It may not be, but it could be a
dumped price. But there is clearly a
heck of a lot of difference, there is a
big difference between 22 cents, 23
cents, and 13 cents. So somewhere in
there is the real price of sugar one pre-
sumes, between those two numbers. It
is pretty obvious the American
consumer is paying a lot more than the
real price, if the world dump market is
13 cents.

So, if that is the case, if the purpose
here is to maintain a stable price for
sugar, if that is the real gravamen of
the argument, and that price always
has to be 23 cents or 22 cents—and why
is that number picked? That number is
picked because the loan price is 18
cents and they do not want anybody
defaulting on their loan. If we apply
that logic to all the commodities made

in this country: All right, let us see,
now. A couple of weeks ago my son
bought a MacIntosh computer. I
bought it for him for his birthday. The
price of that computer, as I recall, was
somewhere in the $1,500 range. It was a
pretty expensive item, but it was for
schooling. It seemed like a good invest-
ment. His sisters can use it.

All prices of all computers should be
$1,500—right? The theory of the sugar
program is the price for a commodity
should be the same price at all times,
because the prices might go up and the
prices might go down; if you want to
maintain stability—we have a lot more
people working in the old computer in-
dustry in this world, in the Apple com-
puter industry, I suspect, than make
sugar. I bet there are probably more
people that work for Apple Computer
than produce sugar.

What has happened to Apple comput-
ers because they have not had a De-
partment of Agriculture fixing the
price of that product? The prices went
down. I found out a few days ago I
could have bought the same computer I
bought a few months ago for $400 less,
because there is something called a
price war going on in the computer in-
dustry. And, worse than that, for the
folks at Apple, they are in serious trou-
ble. They have had to lay off thousands
of people, because their product was
not able to maintain the employment.
And the prices of computers and other
computers that have been brought on
the market that have made that Apple
computer, which is a heck of a good
computer, I think—especially the soft-
ware in it—be not as competitive with
whatever the appropriate other com-
puter that is competing: Dell, AST,
Gateway, Digital. Digital is a great
computer, by the way—made in New
Hampshire.

The point here, of course, is: It is
called a marketplace. It is called
America. It is called a market system.
It is called capitalism. It is called
‘‘what made this country great.’’ It is
called competition, worldwide, some-
times.

Take another little commodity
called cars. Shall we fix all Chevrolets
at the price of Chevrolets sold in the
year 1979 or 1985? We could, I suppose.
Then we would not allow the Japanese
to import to compete.

I think we went through that, did we
not? That is why the Big Three had
such a tough time, because their qual-
ity went down because they did not
have the competition. Prices stayed up.
Then, when they did get the competi-
tion, it took them a while to turn
around. Of course, with American
know-how they did it pretty quickly,
didn’t they?

Now you have the most viable and
energized car producers in the world,
and they are American again. For a
while, of course, we had a huge Japa-
nese threat to our industry, but we re-
sponded.

Are we to say that the sugar growers
in this country would not be able to

compete? I do not know, I guess that is
exactly what we are saying in this
plan. But, essentially, this concept of
stable prices, which has been alluded to
specifically by the Senator from North
Dakota and clearly highlighted or ad-
dressed by the Senator from Idaho, is
another term for non-market-place
economy. It is another term for price
fixing. Price fixing does not benefit the
consumer. It does not benefit the mar-
ketplace. It benefits that small group
of people who are able to benefit from
the fixed price which, in this case, hap-
pens to be a very small group of sugar
growers, and it is extremely expensive
to the American economy.

There was a statement that there are
no tax dollars at risk; the taxpayers
pay nothing. Well, if you say that the
dollar that a taxpayer pays in taxes
and a dollar a taxpayer takes out of his
wallet to pay for sugar does not come
out of the same wallet, then I guess
taxpayers are not impacted. If the tax-
payers are some mythical beings out
there who don’t go to the marketplace
and buy food then, yes, there is no im-
pact on the taxpayers.

But if the taxpayers happen to be
real, live Americans who go down to
the grocery store and buy food with
those dollars that are left over after
the Government takes their money for
taxes, well, then it does impact them
quite a bit, because they are paying
somewhere around twice the going rate
for the price of sugar. They are paying
$1.4 billion a year more to buy that
sugar than they should have to. But
this amendment does not address that
issue, that outrageous issue which I
would love to address. Unfortunately, I
cannot get the votes to address it. But
this amendment does not address that
issue. This amendment addresses the
fact that these are loans that do not
get paid back if they go bad.

Granted, it may never happen. It
may never happen that the Agriculture
Department is able to manipulate,
through controlling imports, some-
thing that comes close enough to the
loan price so that there never is a loan
that goes bad. But there ought to be a
statement of policy, at least, that this
Congress expects the $10 million proc-
essor to at least be as liable for his or
her loans or its loans from the Federal
Government as we expect the strug-
gling student, the veteran and the
homeowner.

There were a couple of ancillary is-
sues that were raised that I think need
to be addressed. Maybe I already ad-
dressed them. I was even more thor-
ough than I thought in my statement,
so I yield back the remainder of my
time.

Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Mississippi.
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, let me

compliment those who participated in
this debate for the efforts they made to
fully acquaint the Senate with the
issue that is before us with the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from New
Hampshire.
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My reaction to it at this point is that

this is an issue that has been before the
Senate, was before the Senate, was
fully debated when we were undertak-
ing to write the new farm bill, which
contained a lot of market transition
reforms, included reforms in the Sugar
Program and many others, and this
issue has been resolved, or at least a
bill was passed by the House and Sen-
ate, a conference occurred, a con-
ference report was written.

This is the conference report that
was compiled by conferees on the part
of the House and the Senate, almost 500
pages in length, devoted to farm pro-
grams and the role of the Federal Gov-
ernment and the private sector in try-
ing to make available to Americans
abundant supplies of reasonably priced
foods and commodities.

The President signed the bill, and
this is the law. The bill before the Sen-
ate today simply funds the activities of
the Department of Agriculture and re-
lated agencies. It doesn’t seek to ad-
dress suggested changes in agriculture
or farm policy, as such, but simply to
undertake to allocate to this Depart-
ment the funds it needs to carry out its
responsibilities as defined by the law.

So this is a proposal by the Senator
from New Hampshire to change the law
and, therefore, it seems to me ought
not to be adopted by the Senate. It is
very technical, obviously. I was read-
ing section 156 in the conference report
that deals with the Sugar Program,
and it talks about the nonrecourse and
the recourse loans that are a part of
that program, and it is very, very tech-
nical.

I was thinking, how is a Senator who
is not a member of the Agriculture
Committee, has not been a party to the
hearings and discussions about how
this is going to work as a practical
matter, how is he going to be able to
decide, how is she going to be able to
decide whether this is an amendment
they want to vote for or against.

These are arguments that have been
made on both sides of the issues. I com-
pliment the Senators involved. I think
the only thing we can be sure of is we
will vote on this. We will vote on this
amendment. The yeas and nays have
been ordered, and the vote will occur in
due course of proceeding on this bill. It
will not occur today. But under the
order entered for the consideration of
the bill today, it would be put over and
a vote will occur tomorrow.

I am going to have to come down on
the side of the Senator from Idaho and
the Senator from North Dakota in ar-
guing that the amendment be voted
down. I hope Senators will vote against
the amendment, with due respect to
my very good friend from New Hamp-
shire, whom I admire greatly.

Mr. President, we are prepared to re-
ceive other amendments, or any fur-
ther debate on this amendment would
be in order if Senators care to debate
the amendment.

Mr. MCCAIN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona.

AMENDMENT NO. 4968

(Purpose: To restore funding for the Agri-
culture Research Service at the level ap-
proved by the House of Representatives)

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendment be set aside, and I send an
amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered. The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN]

proposes an amendment numbered 4968.
On page 10, line 18, strike ‘‘$721,758,000’’ and

insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$702,831,000’’.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, this
amendment would restore the funding
level for the Agriculture Research
Service at the House-passed amount.
Simply, if the amendment is adopted,
we will save $18,927,000, which rep-
resents a 3-percent cut from the Senate
level.

No Agriculture Research Service pro-
grams will be put in jeopardy. No dire
outcome will result. Mr. President, it
is a very simple amendment. While the
Senate does not and should not func-
tion as a rubber stamp of House action,
the other body was entirely correct
when it funded the Agriculture Re-
search Service at $702,831,000.

Mr. President, in the Department of
Agriculture appropriations bill, a lot of
the unnecessary spending is in the Ag-
riculture Research Service program.
Certainly, there is a legitimate need
for agricultural research. We all agree
on that point.

Let me emphasize, voting for this
amendment will not contradict that
point. Voting for the amendment does
affirm our belief that we must scale
back our spending in a responsible
manner.

The House funded the Agriculture
Research Service at a very reasonable
level at $702 million. Again, I want to
note that this is a 3-percent cut from
the Senate level. I believe that we
could cut this nearly $1 billion program
by 3 percent.

Mr. President, there is other lan-
guage in the bill and in the accompany-
ing committee report that concerns
me. I would like to raise some of those
issues at this time. On page 51 of the
bill, the House had language that stat-
ed no funding made available under
this title shall be used for new studies
and evaluations. I applaud the House
for inserting this prohibition in the
bill. Unfortunately, the Senate struck
the House provision and inserted in-
stead the $6 million cap on studies and
evaluations. Unfortunately, many of
these studies are not necessary or
could be privately funded. I hope that
when the bill is conferenced, the Sen-
ate will recede to the House on this
matter.

The committee report continues to
recommend funding for a wide variety
of specific industry areas. I believe
that such earmarking is detrimental to

the agriculture industry as a whole be-
cause it encourages funding to go to
those industries with the best lobbyists
or those favored by the members of the
committee. All research grants should
be based on national priority and com-
petitive bid.

As an example, I would like to com-
ment briefly on the shrimp aquaculture
research provisions contained on page
39 of the committee report. The com-
mittee recommended a $300,000 increase
in Federal funding for shrimp research.
Mr. President, the U.S. shrimp indus-
try is a profitable, multibillion-dollar-
a-year industry. While it is true that
the Asian shrimp industry is much
larger than the U.S. shrimp industry—
I understand that some desire that we
should have an American source of
shrimp—it seems that increased Gov-
ernment funding of the shrimp indus-
try is not needed at this time.

Mr. President, my staff met with
shrimp industry representatives who
explained their ongoing concern with
foreign diseases infiltrating our na-
tional shrimp farms. I share their con-
cern. However, since the shrimp indus-
try is a profitable industry, and since
the Federal Government already
spends over $3 million a year on shrimp
aquaculture research, this new finan-
cial need should be met by the shrimp
industry itself.

Again, I hope when the bill goes to
conference that the House demand its
language on this matter and that Fed-
eral involvement with the shrimp in-
dustry be kept at a minimum.

I also want to express my concern
that the Senate added language to the
bill on page 33 that funds the National
Natural Resources Conservation Foun-
dation at no more than $250,000. This
sounds very good, but it raises many
questions. First, according to the act
which established the National Natural
Resources Conservation Foundation,
Public Law 104–127, the foundation is
‘‘a charitable and non profit
corporation * * * [and] is not an agen-
cy or instrumentality of the United
States.’’

The law also notes the numerous du-
ties of the foundation, many of which I
agree with. But I want to note that the
last of the duties proscribed in the law
for this private corporation is ‘‘[to]
raise private funds to promote the pur-
poses of the foundation.’’ The law
states this is a private organization
that should raise funds and promote
certain agricultural activities. I think
we should let the corporation follow
that law.

Mr. President, isn’t the concept of a
private corporation that it is private,
therefore, not funded by the Federal
Government? In general, private cor-
porations should not be funded with
Federal dollars. I hope the Secretary of
the Department of Agriculture will not
use any appropriated money to fund
this organization. While there is a le-
gitimate role for some Federal dollars
to be used by private corporations for
certain select activities that are nec-
essary but which might otherwise go
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unfunded, this is not one of those ex-
ceptions.

Again, Mr. President, this is a simple
amendment. It represents a 3-percent
cut in the Agriculture Research Serv-
ice program and restores the House of
Representatives-passed funding level
for the program. I hope the Senate will
adopt the amendment.

Mr. President, I have read the report
language of the bill rather carefully.
There are many worthwhile and wor-
thy causes. Some of them I do not
quite understand. Some of them are
somewhat unusual, to say the least.
Grape research, hops, insect rearing,
goat grass control, nutrition interven-
tion projects, cotton value-added/qual-
ity research, apple research, alfalfa re-
search, corn germplasm research.

Mr. President, all these, I am sure,
are worthwhile, but many Americans
who are facing cuts in Medicare, cuts
in Medicaid, cuts in food stamps, So-
cial Security being in financial jeop-
ardy would ask the question—and I
think it is a legitimate one—should the
taxpayers be paying for a fish farming
experiment laboratory? Should the tax-
payers be paying for cotton value-
added/quality research? Should the tax-
payers be paying for corn germplasm
research? Apple research? Alfalfa re-
search? Funding children’s hospitals?

Mr. President, the question, I think,
is a legitimate one. I have no informa-
tion that the apple industry in Amer-
ica is in such dire straits that they
need to have Federal dollars spent on
apple research. I wonder if the apple in-
dustry in America could pay for apple
research. I have no information that
the Arkansas children’s hospital is in
such bad shape that it needs to have an
additional $425,000 of taxpayers’ dol-
lars.

Bee research. I did not know that the
Hayden Bee ARS Laboratory in Tuc-
son, AZ, required earmarked funding.
Mr. President, I did not know that the
wheat industry was in such bad shape
that it needed an additional $450,000
above the 1996 level for the ARS Pacific
Northwest Club Wheat Breeding Pro-
gram.

What I am saying, Mr. President, is
it all gets down to the question about
the role of government in our society.
I was under the distinct impression
that, at least on this side of the aisle,
Members felt that the role of govern-
ment in our society should be
prioritized to provide for national secu-
rity and for those in our society who
are unable to take care of themselves
who need our help, and certainly other-
wise important programs.

I do not understand the logic behind
funding with taxpayers’ dollars indus-
try, whether it be fish farms or grapes
or cotton or wheat or bees, when those
industries are not only not in need, but
according to the information I have re-
ceived that agriculture is one of the
healthiest industries in America.

So I hope that we will make a modest
cut and restore the House level of fund-
ing. Mr. President, I have very few illu-

sions as to the prospects of this amend-
ment, but I would suggest that sooner
or later the American people will con-
tinue to question and question severely
this kind of funding. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays on the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I yield

the floor.
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, let me

respond to the Senator from Arizona
by saying that when we looked at the
President’s budget request for funding
of the Agriculture Research Service ac-
tivities, we, too, thought that the re-
quest was too high. Our careful evalua-
tion of the needs for research done by
the Agriculture Research Service re-
sulted in our reducing the amount
available for this activity by $7 mil-
lion. So the proposal that is before the
Senate is $7 million less than requested
by the administration.

Let me also point out one other
thing. I noticed the Senator’s amend-
ment would cut $18 million from the
Senate-recommended figure, $18 mil-
lion from what the Senate rec-
ommended. We are already $7 million
below the President’s request. He does
that, he says, to bring our number to
the point where we would agree with
the House on the level of funding for
these activities. The House number is
$702 million in total. The bad part is, if
you look at the House numbers individ-
ually in all the items in the bill that
the House says should be funded, it
adds up to $710 million more or less.

Draw the bottom line and put $702
million. He wants us to join that
hocus-pocus and suggest we want indi-
vidual projects funded up and down the
line in their bill, and if you add them
all up it is $710 million, round numbers,
but they draw the bottom line and put
$702. I will not submit a bill to the
floor of this Senate and do that and say
I am cutting spending more than we
really are recommending when you
look at the individual items.

What they are forcing the Depart-
ment of Agriculture to do, if the Sen-
ate goes along with that, we are mis-
representing to the general public, we
are misrepresenting to the Department
of Agriculture, what our recommenda-
tion is. We are forcing the Department
to pick out $7 million in cuts and im-
pose them somewhere, and disavowing
any connection with it. We are dis-
avowing paternity with a $7 million
cut.

If we are going to impose the cut to
$702 million, identify where the cuts
are going to be. If you are going to cut
the Arkansas Research Program that
the Department of Agriculture runs,
you have to spell it out. If you are
going to cut an Arizona cotton re-
search activity that is a substantial in-
vestment of dollars in a new facility,
say it. Say you are cutting western
cotton research, and point out it is

done in Arizona. Just to simply say we
are spending more than we need but
not say how, where, when, or to what
extent, that is not right.

Now, after the Senator completed his
proposal where he makes this $18 mil-
lion cut, he then talked about other
parts of the bill he found obnoxious
that do not have anything to do with
Agricultural Research Service funding.
If there are programs that should not
be funded, I suggest we ought to spell
it out. Amendments ought to target
those projects. If that is what the com-
plaint is, offer an amendment that does
that. But to offer an across-the-board
cut which if we passed would force the
Department to make the decisions, we
would not have any responsibility for
doing that. That is irresponsibility.
That is not accountability.

I sympathize with the Senator’s pro-
posal that we make sure the dollars
that are invested in research are, No. 1,
needed, serve some public interest, are
reviewed carefully. I can assure the
Senate and I can assure the Senator
from Arizona that will be undertaken
here.

He did specifically mention shrimp
research for shrimp farming operations
and how they were money-making en-
terprises and they did not need the re-
search dollars. I convened a hearing
just on that issue last year to deter-
mine what some of the problems were
in aquaculture in fresh water, some
salt water shrimp and other aqua-
culture activities. I found out there
was an epidemic of exotic viruses that
have attacked the shrimp in those op-
erations and we were, in exchange, im-
porting huge quantities of shrimp from
China and other foreign sources be-
cause we could not meet the supplies
needed here for wholesome, safe shrimp
and other seafood. This was a growing
industry. It was one that had a lot of
promise but it was about to be wiped
out. These funds that are made avail-
able are made available on condition
that the industry come up with its own
money to help match the dollars that
are put up by the Government to get to
the bottom of this problem, and it is a
problem.

Here is the hearing. This is a hearing
record. This is not something the in-
dustry just came in and tried to push
over on us. I am convinced the dollars
that are made available for that activ-
ity are needed. The purpose, to provide
high health and genetically improved
stocks, to control disease agents, to en-
hance environmental protection, and
to develop animal husbandry methods.
All of this is needed if we are going to
save this industry from a doom, a doom
that will cause us to have to rely on
foreign sources of these products. We
already do. But we will be completely
reliant on them if we are not careful, if
we let this virus problem spread, if do
not figure out how to stop it. That is
needed. I will stand behind it. The
record supports the need. I hope the
Senate will reject the amendment.

Mr. GREGG addressed the Chair.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire.
Mr. GREGG. I ask for the regular

order.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reg-

ular order is the Senator’s amendment
number 4959.

AMENDMENT NO. 4969 TO AMENDMENT NO. 4959

(Purpose: To prohibit the use of funds to
make loans to large processors of sugar-
cane and sugar beets unless the loans re-
quire the processors to repay the full
amount of the loans, plus interest.)
Mr. GREGG. I send an amendment to

the desk.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will report.
The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.

GREGG] proposes an amendment numbered
4969 to amendment No. 4959.

Mr. GREGG. I ask unanimous con-
sent reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
Strike all after the word ‘‘SEC.’’ and insert

the following:
REPAYMENT OF CERTAIN SUGAR LOANS.

None of the funds appropriated or other-
wise made available by this Act may be used
to make a loan to a processor of sugarcane
or sugar beets, or both, who has an annual
revenue that exceeds $15 million, unless the
terms of the loan require the processor to
repay the full amount of the loan, plus inter-
est.

Mr. GREGG. This is the same as the
underlying amendment, but it changes
the amount that is required of proc-
essors to have recourse on from a $10
million threshold to a $15 million
threshold. After that, it is a more le-
nient amendment than the first, if we
presume we are requiring people to pay
back loans.

It does not, I think, aggravate the
situation and should not from the
standpoint of my colleagues who feel
differently on this amendment than I
do. I offer it to protect my position in
the batting order here.

I make one additional point. There
was a point made on the other side, and
this is, really, ancillary to the overall
debate but needs to be responded to.
There was a point made on the other
side that the Sugar Program as pres-
ently structured actually causes a net
‘‘infloat’’ of the Treasury because this
is an assessment process. However, if
you take into effect in the calculation
the cost to the Federal Government of
having to buy sugar for products which
it uses and food stamps and military
feeding and child nutrition at the in-
flated rate we must pay because the
Federal Government is a fairly large
consumer—also as I mentioned, and I
suspect ad nauseam for my colleagues,
the price here is dramatically more
than the price the market would be
were this a market-oriented program
versus price-control program.

GAO has advised us the cost to the
Federal Government, by letter of July
18, the cost in 1994 to the Federal Gov-
ernment for purchasing products which

had inflated prices due to the cost of
sugar was approximately $90 million
annually. So that exceeds, by, I think,
a factor of three, what is alleged to be
the positive cash flow of this program
to the Treasury.

Let me read the operative sentences:
In 1994, total expenditures on food were ap-

proximately $647 billion. Of this amount, ap-
proximately $42 billion was government ex-
penditures for food purchases and cash trans-
fers to consumers for food purchases. This
represented 6.5 percent of all domestic food
expenditures. Applying this to the $1.4 bil-
lion cost of the sugar program, we estimate
that the government’s additional cost of pur-
chasing food and providing the level of food
assistance it delivered in 1994, was approxi-
mately $90 million.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent this letter be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE,
Washington, DC, July 18, 1995.

Congressional Requesters,
In our report entitled Sugar Program;

Changing Domestic and International Condi-
tions Require Program Changes (GAO/RCED–
93–84, Apr. 16, 1993), we estimated that the
U.S. sugar program costs sweetener users an
average of $1.4 billion annually. In this con-
text, you requested that we estimate how
much the sugar program increases the gov-
ernment’s costs of purchasing food and con-
ducting food assistance programs.

While it is impossible to precisely quantify
the direct costs of the sugar program to the
government, we have approximated the gov-
ernment’s additional costs, based on its
share of total domestic food expenditures. In
1994, total expenditures on food were ap-
proximately $647 billion. Of this amount, ap-
proximately $42 billion was government ex-
penditures for food purchases and cash trans-
fers to consumers for food purchases. This
represented 6.5 percent of all domestic food
expenditures. Applying this percentage to
the $1.4 billion cost of the sugar program, we
estimate that the government’s additional
cost of purchasing food and providing the
level of food assistance it delivered in 1994,
was approximately $90 million.

Table I provides more detail, by program,
on the government’s expenditures on direct
food purchases and cash assistance for
consumer food purchases. These calculations
are approximated, using the best available
information.

TABLE I.—GOVERNMENT SPENDING ON FOOD PURCHASES
AND CASH PAYMENTS FOR CONSUMER FOOD PUR-
CHASES, 1994

[In millions of dollars]

Program Amount

Food Stamps .................................................................................. $22,880
Child nutrition food subsidies 1 ..................................................... 6,262
Direct distribution to families ....................................................... 46
The Emergency Food Assistance Program (TEFAP) ........................ 142
The Special Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants,

and Children (WIC) .................................................................... 2,396
Commodity supplemental ............................................................... 84
Direct distribution to institutions .................................................. 1,561
Direct distribution to the elderly ................................................... 177
Correctional institutions 1 .............................................................. 1,564
Hospitals 1 ...................................................................................... 1,017
Nursing homes 1 ............................................................................. 2,038
Other homes and schools 1 ............................................................ 266
Military food purchases 2 ............................................................... 1,055
Military subsistence payments 3 .................................................... 2,401

Source: USDA Economic Research Service.
Note: Data are for calendar year 1994, except where otherwise noted.
1 Includes federal, state, and local spending.
2 Fiscal year 1994 data provided by the Defense Logistics Agency.
3 Fiscal year data provided by each of the Armed Services.

While raising the costs of purchasing food
and conducting food assistance programs,

the sugar program generates some revenues
through marketing assessments on sugar. On
average, these marketing assessments total
$30 million annually. If the sugar program
did not exist, these assessments would not be
collected.

If I can be of further assistance, please con-
tact me at (202) 512–5138 or Bob Robertson at
(202) 512–9894.

ROBERT C. ROBERTSON
(For John W. Harman, Director, Food,

and Agriculture Issues.)

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on my amendment in
the second degree.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
They yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I yield

the floor.
AMENDMENT NO. 4968

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, the
amendment of the Senator from Ari-
zona is arbitrary at best and capricious
at worst.

The year 1995 culminated a series of
cuts in agricultural research over a pe-
riod of years. In other words, agricul-
tural research funds had been cut every
year for several years. In 1995, for the
first time in this Nation’s history, ag-
ricultural yields per acre failed to in-
crease. That was on an apples-and-ap-
ples basis, where rainfall and so on was
taken into consideration.

Now, the suggestion is, and I am not
familiar enough with that study to
know, but the suggestion is that as we
have cut agricultural research money,
we are finally being caught up by lower
yields of agricultural products per
acre.

When I was a youngster, 15 or 20
bushels of soybeans per acre in much of
my State was ordinary. Today, even
unirrigated beans ought to make 30 to
40 bushels per acre. Rice, I can remem-
ber when 50 to 75 bushels of rice per
acre was a big crop, and today it is not
uncommon, at all, in my State, for rice
farmers to make 200 bushels of rice per
acre.

Cotton. When I was a kid, because we
did not have any antidote to the boll
weevil, a half-bale of cotton to the acre
was considered a pretty good crop. And
everybody knows what Norman
Borlaug did for wheat production in
this country. All of those things were
not accidental. They were done because
the Federal Government put money
into agricultural research. Right now,
the fire ant is moving north. Southern
Arkansas is covered with fire ants.
They do a tremendous amount of dam-
age. Killer bees are moving up from
Mexico.

Mr. President, I am one of the people
who think we probably made a mistake
when we eliminated the honey pro-
gram. The honey program cost very lit-
tle. The reason I had real trouble with
that amendment is because bees polli-
nate plants; 15 percent of all the
pollinization in this country is done by
native honey bees. The killer bees com-
ing up from Mexico are killing our
bees, and, in addition, there are strains
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of virus and other threats to honey
bees that need to be understood. That
takes research. Once we understand the
problems, solutions will follow.

I saw a story the other day that was
interesting to me because the cran-
berry farmers of Massachusetts, for ex-
ample, are getting terribly upset be-
cause they depend on bee farmers to
bring their hives to their crops and pol-
linate them. I am not sure New Hamp-
shire does not have some crops similar
to that, which honeybee farmers bring
into New Hampshire. And now the av-
erage life of a beehive has gone from 3
years to 1 year. Oh, yes, we spent Fed-
eral dollars every year subsidizing the
honey industry through research. But I
can tell you that is peanuts—if you
will pardon the expression—compared
to the benefit that honey bees do for
the American farmers in pollinating
their crops.

The Senator from Arizona mentioned
aquaculture. Thirty years ago, the
farmers of Arkansas started raising
catfish, domestically raised catfish.
And all the world, if they are not al-
ready familiar, should know that it is
the most beautiful, delicious, delicate,
succulent fish ever known. We went
into the catfish farming business al-
most out of necessity because we irri-
gate our rice crops and we store the
water in the wintertime. The farmers
decided that as long as they have these
big ponds of stored water that they use
to irrigate rice with, why not figure
out another use for those rice irrigat-
ing ponds.

My predecessor in the U.S. Senate,
Bill Fulbright, helped come up with the
idea of raising catfish in those ponds.
Mr. President, would you like to know
how many pounds of catfish we could
raise a year per acre? Seven-hundred
pounds. And so at least we started a
couple of catfish research projects
called aquaculture—all fish-raising is
aquaculture. We have one in Mis-
sissippi and one in Arkansas. In Arkan-
sas we think continued research is im-
portant and 2 years ago we made sub-
stantial investments to improve our
aquaculture research facilities in
Stuttgart. The 1996 farm bill redesig-
nated that facility as the National
Aquaculture Research Center, and I
can tell you we are all very proud of it.
Some of the magazines called it a $7
million fish farm. It had nothing to do
with fish farming beyond its applica-
tion of new information for fish farm-
ers; it was all research. But over the
period of the last 30 years, because the
Federal Government has put money
into fish farming research, catfish
farming research, production of catfish
per acre has gone from 700 pounds per
acre per year to 4,400 pounds per acre
per year. And unless we continue to
fund agriculture research, we are going
to be sitting around the breakfast table
looking at each other wondering what
we are going to eat that day.

On the front page of the Metro sec-
tion of the Post this morning there was
an interesting article concerning blue

crab in the Chesapeake Bay? The crop
this year is so sparse that 500 crab
pickers are out of work. And the ones
who are working are working 3 days a
week. Now, if somebody came in here
and said they had a beautiful idea for
replenishing the crab population of the
bay, I might vote for it. I can assure
you that those employed in the crab-
bing industry around Chesapeake Bay
and consumers who enjoy reasonably
priced crabmeat would be asking us to
vote for it.

The Senator from Arizona mentioned
Children’s Hospital in Arkansas. I can
remember when the Children’s Hospital
in Arkansas was just a small hospital
to treat severely burned children.
Today, it is one of the finest state-of-
the-art children’s hospitals in America.
And this is the third year we have put
money in that. What is the Department
of Agriculture doing giving money to
the Children’s Hospital in Arkansas? It
is for a really sophisticated nutrition
program. Do you know something else?
The Children’s Hospital in Little Rock
is putting up a lot of money—mil-
lions—to build a facility to house this
nutrition program. I never knew what
a children’s hospital was. A hospital
was a hospital to me, until my daugh-
ter became ill and the pediatrician
said, ‘‘You ought to take her to Bos-
ton.’’ The finest children’s hospital in
the world is in Boston, MA. That is
where I took her. Today, I would not
have to go to Boston because of the
tremendous strides of the Arkansas
Children’s Hospital.

A member of my family left a week
ago and went to the emergency room of
one of the hospitals in Washington, DC,
and there were three residents standing
there. This new doctor, a young man,
walked in. He had just joined George-
town University Hospital. When he
found out I was from Arkansas, he said,
‘‘You know, when I finished my train-
ing and started looking for a place to
settle, believe it or not, I went to Lit-
tle Rock, AR. I looked over your Chil-
dren’s Hospital, and I never got such a
shock in my life. It is one of the finest
facilities I have ever been in. I nearly
decided to stay in Little Rock, not
only because of the facilities but be-
cause of the quality of the people
there.’’

There is $425,000 in this bill to con-
tinue funding what we hope will be one
of the finest children’s and nutrition
programs in the United States. Now, I
can remember when it took 9 to 12
weeks to grow a broiler, a chicken, for
the retail fresh market. Today, you do
it in 6 weeks. Do you know why? Be-
cause of agriculture research.

So I cannot say much more than the
chairman has already said. He made a
beautiful speech on the McCain amend-
ment a moment ago. I hope when the
time comes that the amendment,
which, as I say, is arbitrary at best,
will be soundly defeated.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Robert Hedberg, who is work-

ing for the Senate Agriculture Com-
mittee, be given floor privileges during
the debate on this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GREGG). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I rise
to simply advise the Senate that the
Senator from Massachusetts came over
a while ago to ask if he could have 10
minutes as if in morning business to
talk about a subject that he discussed
in the Senate earlier, and hadn’t been
able to complete his remarks. I sug-
gested that he come over around 4:30,
thinking that there might be a lull in
the action so that he could proceed
with morning business remarks. But I
know the Senator from North Dakota
is here to talk about the issue before
the Senate. I hope we can resolve it so
that the Senator from Massachusetts
can have a few minutes following the
Senator from North Dakota, or preced-
ing the Senator, whatever is their
pleasure.

Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota.
AMENDMENT NO. 4959

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, they are
at it again. The critics of farm pro-
grams are suggesting bad policy for ag-
riculture and are trying to break the
promise just made to the American
farmer.

On April 4 this year, the President
signed into law the 1996 farm bill. That
is April 4 of this year. The proponents
of that bill claim they had a 7-year
plan for agriculture, one that promised
to be reliable, one that promised to
provide certainty, one that promised to
reduce Government interference.

The farm bill passed, and now we see
how quickly their promises have been
broken. The House Agriculture Appro-
priations Subcommittee proposed addi-
tional cuts in addition to those already
made in commodity payments under
the freedom to farm legislation. They
broke their promise to the American
farmer—not 7 years later, but 7 weeks
later. So much for reliability and cer-
tainty.

Thankfully, those additional cuts in
commodity payments were rejected at
the full committee level. But the crit-
ics of the farm program did not stop
there. They proposed, on the House
side, capping raw sugar prices. Imag-
ine, people who advocate market ori-
entation are placing into law a limit on
what prices could be in an industry. If
that is not Government interference, I
do not know what is.

Under that amendment, the Repub-
lican-led House would be telling the
Government to reach into the sugar
market and place an arbitrary cap on
prices. It is the ultimate irony—Gov-
ernment interference at its worst. Once
again, a promise was broken.

Now today we are faced with an
amendment to interfere even more
with what was just agreed to months
ago. The Gregg amendment eliminates
the safety net U.S. producers have
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against heavily subsidized foreign com-
petition.

The Senator from New Hampshire I
think is well-motivated, well-intended,
but I think sadly misinformed as to
international sugar and about what
happens in these markets. And I would
say to my colleague from New Hamp-
shire that this is not like Dell Com-
puter, or Apple Computer, or IBM. Oh,
no, that is not the way the sugar mar-
ket works in the world. This is not a
free market. That is a nice idea—a
textbook idea—but it is not the real
world. The sugar industry worldwide
works in a much different way. Every
major producing country has a pro-
gram—every one. We are not talking
about a free market. We are talking
about heavy Government involvement
in every one of these producing coun-
tries.

What the Senator from New Hamp-
shire wants to do is say to the U.S. in-
dustry, ‘‘You go out there and compete
against all these other countries, but
without the benefit of a program. You
go out there, and we are going to en-
gage in unilateral disarmament here in
America.’’ We are going to say to our
folks, ‘‘You go out and compete not
only against other countries’ farmers,
but against the governments of other
countries, and good luck. We hope ev-
erything will work out.’’ Everything
will not work out.

Anybody who has looked at the sugar
industry and what has happened knows
better, knows precisely what will hap-
pen, if we say to our producers, ‘‘You
go out there and compete against heav-
ily subsidized foreign sugar and see
what happens.’’ We all know what will
happen. Our folks will go broke, be-
cause the treasuries of these countries
with whom we are competing are a lot
bigger than the treasuries of the indi-
vidual producers.

That is the reality of what we face
here. This notion that the Senator ad-
vocates that U.S. sugar policy unfairly
inflates U.S. prices over world prices is
absolutely untrue—absolutely untrue.
All of us know what happens if you
take away the sugar program. This
chart shows what has happened the two
times we eliminated the sugar pro-
gram. Here is what happened to prices.
They skyrocketed in both cases in the
early 1970’s and in the early 1980’s.
Prices skyrocketed. Why? Because the
market knew we were headed for tur-
bulence, a lack of certainty, that peo-
ple would dramatically reduce their
plantings. And what would happen is
you would see shortages, spot short-
ages. And those who are producers of
sugar, refiners, bid up the price in
order to assure themselves of a stable
supply. That is what has happened re-
peatedly.

Unfortunately, when my colleague
says, ‘‘Gee, look at the price. The sugar
price is 22 cents a pound, and the world
price is 13 cents. Well, there is evi-
dence, there is clear evidence that this
sugar program is gouging consumers.’’
Nonsense, absolute nonsense.

Eighty-five percent of the sugar that
is marketed in the world moves under
contract. This sugar is not in the world
market at all. It is moved under a con-
tract. For this reason, the so-called
world market is not a world market. It
is a dump market. It is where the sugar
sells that is not under contract. That is
why you see the prices in the so-called
world market, the dump market, sell-
ing for 13 cents.

Look at what happens if you elimi-
nate the sugar program. We know what
happens. Every time it has been tried,
prices skyrocket. And who got hurt? I
will tell you who got hurt. The
consumer got hurt. This is not a free-
market model. That is not what is hap-
pening in world sugar production.

Make no mistake: The Gregg amend-
ment kills the sugar program. If you
want to kill the sugar program, there
is a way to do it—pass the Gregg
amendment. If you want to sock it to
consumers, pass the Gregg amendment.
Prices will skyrocket. We know, it has
happened before whenever somebody
actually got a mind to pursue this
course. But not only will it hurt con-
sumers, it will hurt American produc-
ers, because even though prices will go
up, American producers will be hurt.
Why? Because we will get a flood of for-
eign sugar into the U.S. market.

We know what will happen. It hap-
pened every time in the past when this
and the other Chamber has decided
that we should eliminate the sugar pro-
gram, that we were going to be free
from the world and act as though there
is some free market in world sugar.
There is no free market.

Let me just say that the Gregg
amendment is not a program. It is a
recipe for disaster. It will force dozens
of millers and processors and thou-
sands of farmers out of business. This
is not some insignificant amendment.

In my State, there are thousands of
farmers that depend on sugar for a sub-
stantial part of their income. Kill this
program, and you kill them. And they
know it. They know exactly what is
happening in these world markets.
They know exactly what has happened
with other countries’ programs. They
know exactly what we are up against
in these world markets.

For those less familiar with sugar
policy, loans are not made to these pro-
ducers, because beets and cane are not
storable commodities. It is unlike
other commodities such as grains, such
as corn and wheat. Those are programs
that have a payment that goes directly
to producers because those are storable
commodities.

That is not the case in sugar. Sugar-
cane and sugar beets are not storable.
So what we have is a program where
the loans are made to the millers and
processors who store the raw cane or
the processed beet sugar. As a result,
producers are intricately tied to the
millers and processors. If millers and
processors are no longer able to use the
loan program, they will simply go out
of business and they will take farmers
with them, make no mistake.

Let us just look at how many beet
processors and cane mills have already
gone out of business. This chart clearly
shows that this industry is already fac-
ing hard times. This shows what has
happened to beet and cane processing
mills that have gone out of business
since 1990. If anybody thinks there is
some big windfall out here, somebody
is getting rich on this program, let us
look at the record.

Why did all these folks go out of
business if it is so good? Let us look at
beet and cane processing mills. This is
just since 1990. The record since 1980 is
a whole lot darker.

Let us just look since 1990. Delta
Sugar Co., beet plant, California, went
under in 1993; Holly Sugar, California,
beet plant, 1993; Columbia Sugar, cane
plant, went out of business, Louisiana,
1994; Hamakua Sugar, cane plant, Ha-
waii, 1994; Hilo Coast Processing,
again, cane sugar, went out of business
in 1994; Oahu Sugar, cane plant, Ha-
waii, 1994; Spreckels Sugar, again, a
California plant—this is a beet plant—
went out of business in 1996; Holly
Sugar, Hamilton City, CA, beet plant,
went out of business in 1996; Ka’u Agri-
business Co., cane plant, Hawaii, 1996,
went out of business; Kaialua Sugar
Co., cane plant, Hawaii, 1996, went out
of business; McBryde Sugar, cane
plant, Hawaii, went out of business in
1996; Western Sugar, Mitchell, NE, beet
plant, went out of business in 1996.

One after another, right out of busi-
ness, and you pass the Gregg amend-
ment and we will be able to provide
next year chart after chart after chart
just like this one of companies that
have gone out of business. That is what
we are talking about. The stakes are
high.

Let me be clear. The Gregg amend-
ment benefits the sugar refiners. That
is who is the beneficiary if this amend-
ment passes, not consumers. They will
not benefit. In fact, they will be hurt.
Not farmers, not beet processors, not
cane mills, but refiners, they will be
the beneficiaries.

Let us look at charts that show the
efforts made to increase the supply of
raw sugar in the U.S. market and the
activity it caused in the market. This
chart shows what we have seen with re-
spect to raw sugar prices and the im-
port quota increases over the past year
and a half as USDA allowed quota in-
creases four consecutive times, all to
the benefit of refiners.

This chart shows raw sugar prices
from 1995 to 1996. On November 9, 1995,
USDA allowed another 330,000 tons to
come in over quota—that is, foreign
sugar to come into the United States—
and look what happened to prices.
Prices went down markedly. Then they
came back up. January 17 of this year
they socked it to the domestic pro-
ducer again bringing in more foreign
sugar and predictably prices plunged
again. Then we saw price recovery. All
of this is moving in the 221⁄2 to 23 cents
a pound range.

On April 1, they did it again, brought
in another 220,000 tons from abroad.
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Prices plunged. And again, June 12,
just a month ago, another 165,000 tons.
Look what happened to prices; a steep
decline as more foreign sugar was
brought in, that benefited whom? Bene-
fited the refiners because they were
getting more sugar to process through
their plants, more throughput, more
activity, more profit.

I do not begrudge them and their
profit. But let us look at what is hap-
pening with respect to the throughput
of the refiners, because the Gregg
amendment is misnamed. It ought to
be called the ‘‘refiners benefit bill.’’
That is really what we are talking
about. You are picking sides in an eco-
nomic fight and you are saying we
want to give the refiners more than
they are getting now.

Let us look at what the throughput
has been through cane refiners’ plants
in the last 10 years—1985–86 to 1995–96.

Back in 1986–87, we were looking at
5.3 million short tons. Had a bad year
in 1987–88. Then we went to 5.4 million
short tons. Went up to 5.9 million—that
is the peak—in 1990–91. Then we saw
some pulling back. But in 1995–96 we
see a record for the refiners in terms of
throughput, 6.4 million short tons—6.4
million short tons. And yet what do we
have before us? The refiners benefit
bill. They have just had record
throughput. That is the amount of
product going through their plants.
They just had a record year.

Well, throughput alone does not tell
you what the refiners are experiencing.
You have to look at the difference be-
tween the raw sugar price and the re-
fined sugar price. That will tell you,
combined with throughput, how well
our refiner friends are doing.

What do we find when we look at
that? Well, it is very, very interest-
ing—very interesting, indeed. This
chart shows from 1990 to 1996 raw sugar
prices. That is in red. I hope there is
nothing in the way of their seeing ex-
actly what has happened to raw sugar
prices.

They have been stable for 10 years.
This awful program that is gouging
consumers has provided them with sta-
ble prices for 10 years. Name anything
else that people buy in this country
that has been stable for 10 years. Tell
me one thing that has been stable for
10 years. But sugar prices, raw sugar
prices have been stable. I wish I could
say the same thing for refined sugar
because refined sugar, you can see,
starting in 1995, took off like a scalded
cat. Refined sugar prices jumped, and
jumped dramatically at the same time
raw sugar prices were falling. Raw
sugar prices were falling; refined sugar
prices were skyrocketing. I have al-
ready shown you the record throughput
for refiners in 1995–96. And yet what we
have before us is a refiners benefit bill.
That is the Gregg amendment.

Why should we be passing a refiners
benefit bill when they have just had
the biggest throughput in their history
and, No. 2, the best margins—the best
margins—that you can find in the last
10 years?

Mr. President, what has happened, I
believe, is very clear. This is a trans-
parent argument. The refiners want to
continue to make more money by re-
fining cheap sugar from the world mar-
ket. This amendment not only breaks
the promises of reliability, certainty,
and reduced Government interference
in agriculture that was made to Amer-
ican farmers only 4 months ago, but it
is bad policy that would send shock
waves through a domestic industry, a
domestic industry that produces tens
of thousands of jobs in this country.

I hope my colleagues will join me in
soundly rejecting the Gregg amend-
ment.

Let me just conclude by saying this
is, again, not like the typical industry.
Senator GREGG refers to the computer
industry, and says there is no Govern-
ment involvement there. He is right.
That is a whole different ball game
than the worldwide sugar industry,
where every single major producing
country has a program. Every single
one of them aggressively supports their
producers. If we are to abandon ours,
the results will be very, very clear.

No. 1, we have seen what has hap-
pened in the past in terms of prices.
Prices will skyrocket. That is undeni-
able. The world price the Senator re-
fers to as 15 percent of the market is a
dump market. It has no relationship to
supply/demand relations in the world.
The vast majority of sugar moves
under contract in the world. So that
dump market and its so-called world
price is not a world price at all, it is a
dump price. That is what people get for
sugar produced above and beyond their
contractual requirements. If you take
away the program you are going to get
exactly what we saw the last two
times: Prices skyrocket. So consumers
are not going to be helped, they are
going to be hurt.

No. 2, the processors in this country,
beet processors and cane processors,
are going to be hurt. I have already
shown all the plants that have closed
in 1994, 1995, and 1996. A lot of plants
have closed. Only one refiner but a lot
of processing plants have closed. So
those folks would be hurt. When they
are hurt the farmers are hurt because
the farmers are directly tied with those
processing facilities. All of a sudden, if
you yank out from U.S. producers any
support, what you have done is
changed the balance of power in these
world markets.

Who have you helped? You have
helped our foreign competitors. The
Gregg amendment is great if you rep-
resent a foreign country and you
produce sugar. They would look for-
ward to the day the United States pulls
the plug on its producers and its proc-
essors. They are just waiting for the
opportunity to come in and take over
this industry, take the jobs, take the
economic growth, and take the eco-
nomic opportunity.

American farmers who produce sugar
are the most efficient in the world. We
are ready to compete head to head with

anybody at any time. But what our
producers are not prepared to do is to
take on not only the farmers of an-
other country but the governments of
other countries. That is not a fair
fight. And our Government should not
abandon our producers and our proc-
essors, helping foreign governments,
foreign producers, foreign processors
against the refiners of this country.
That is what this amendment is really
about. I hope this Chamber will do as it
has done before and reject the Gregg
amendment and reject it in a resound-
ing way.

I yield the floor.
Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts.
f

PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY,
WORK OPPORTUNITY, AND MED-
ICAID RESTRUCTURING ACT OF
1996
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I

thank my colleagues, our managers,
for indicating when might be an appro-
priate time to speak on an issue, the
underlying issue, which is welfare re-
form in a way not to interfere with de-
bate on the agricultural appropriations
bill. I will take that opportunity now,
to speak on this underlying measure,
which the Senate will address tomor-
row.

There will be a series of amendments.
I offered amendments dealing with the
children of legal immigrants and also
to provide, if we are going to go into
these rather draconian measures in
cutting off help and assistance to these
children, to another amendment, which
has been described in the RECORD ear-
lier today, to help and assist the local
counties and communities where they
are going to have a particular burden,
trying to implement the provisions to
terminate help, assistance to poor chil-
dren.

I have a fuller explanation on that. I
will not take the time of the Senate on
those measures, which are more fully
explained in the RECORD earlier today.
I will address the overall issue which is
before us, and that is the proposal
placed on the Senate agenda, which we
will vote on tomorrow, under the title
of the welfare reform.

Mr. President, in putting forward
this legislation, I believe the Repub-
lican majority is asking us to codify
extremism and call it virtue. Their
plan will condemn millions of Amer-
ican children to poverty as the price
for the misguided Republican revolu-
tion. If children could vote, this Repub-
lican plan to slash welfare would be as
dead as the Republican plan to slash
Medicare. In fact, the driving force be-
hind this attack on children is not wel-
fare reform at all. It is the desperate
Republican need to find some way, any
way, to pay for their tax breaks for
wealthy.

Honest welfare reform is long over-
due. The current system is broken.
Major change is needed. I support hon-
est reforms that end welfare as a way
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